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(xm «hrrrf iff tfty fit) wren wvttt % rro wnft fa* wr^tr w*rt «f xipnc$ 

Statutory Orders and Notifications issued by th* Ministries of the Gimmment of India 

(other than the Ministry of Defence) 


furfu, nrnr ^nr sramr 

(fwfr f«TWriT ) 

fitwfr, 13 tetstI, 1984 

IRO <4T° 336.—VTTO1 $ XTBBB, nFlSTTB, BPT 2, S* 

a, grew (ii), mfre 21 btwt, 1993 b iraTfarj best tmnt, 
fafir, etrrf si# stnf wot, (frorrf) fasnr ) sft wftr- 
fem ttfw srro bto S 47 (w) srr^Yer 21 Bfwrt, 1933 
1 ? jtsb 1«s X 7 , :-r- 

*ftr(P*pn ^rtr 'tpw * 

bo t(o wo 7 as («r) 
mfW 2 1WH', 1983 ” 

i hh <rr 

Xt° Vfo 8F» 798 (3T) 

flrfhS 1 WT, 1983" 

w( I 

[*T» qilo 13 ( 7 )/S3 fa -0 II] 

TFPftB BBT, 565T HpTT 

MINISTRY OF LAW, JUSTICE AND COMPANY 
AFFAIRS 

(Legislative Department) 

New Delhi, the 13th January, 1984 
CORRIGENDUM 

S.O. 336. —In the notification of the Government of 
India, in the Ministry of Law, Justice and Company Affairs 
(Legislative Department) No, S. O. No. 847(E) dated the 

1128 GI/83-1 ,331) 


21st November, 1983 published in the Gazette of India. 
Extraordinary, Part II. Section 3, sub-section (ii) dated the 
21st November, 1983 at page 2— 

under the heading “Name of Member’’ for “Shri 
Lazmi Narain” read “Shri La.vmi Narain”. 

[F. No. 13 (7) /83-Leg, II] 

JAGDISH CHANDRA, Under Secy. 

fan 

( rrsrw flnnu ) 

if fttwfr, 11 TTTfV, 1984 
*fTU4tT 

TTo 3TT° 3'7.—BFOTr srfW’m, 1961 (l961 4iT 

43) BfV BTtt 10 *61 7TOTH (233) % OTJ (s) jm Wm 
tt qutu 9p7 %?jf)rr bfstt tn^srtr, “#e Tm f% 
KT4? BN BIBB" <Pl 3W WTO % U-ftn-Fd V 7 fiftlTrq- 

1982-83 fr 1984-8511*6 afafa 3(1} tuf) oRffa % faq 

jrfsruf’t -r Jr#) $i 

jB° 55 7e/91To B« 19 7/165/32-!8To Ht» (f*T«-l)] 

MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Revenue) 

New Delhi, the 11th January, 1914 
INCOME-TAX 

5.0, 337.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (v) of sub-section (23C) of section 10 of the Income- 
tax Act, 1961 (43 of ]961), the Central Government hereby 
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notifies “St. John de Britte Convent Sathyamangalam” for 
the purpose of the said section for the period covered by 
the assessment years 1982-83 to 1954-85, 

[No, 5576/F. No. 197/165/82-II(AI)J 
Wt 

tt« srro 33a.—arrarr atErPBTn, tnai (1901 tt 
43 ) *?) trm to ^jEtru (23 t) % gro (s) ittt srm 
vrf*Fcriff tt spffir ttsY jn %?f)tr tRrrc " tfr tost fror- 

fTt fsrnft twnr , trfiMdrs;" tY 3W tnrr 3? snrtapTnl tc 
^rsrhvr «nf 1983-84 afk 1934-95 * sRpfa arc) Tnfr snftt 
* srffengDm TRf) $1 

[tf° 5 574/971° 19 7/84/82-aiTo To (fc°-l)] 

anro RniO, am trfVr 

income-tax 

&.O. 338.—In exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(v) of sub-section (23C) of section 10 of tho Income-tax 
Act, 1961 )43 of 1961), the Central Government hereby 
notifies "Sri Rajathagireetwara Svvamy Temple, Tamil 
Nadu” for the purpose of the said section for the period 
covered by the usseasmcnt years 1983-84 and 1984-85. 

[No. 5574|F. No. 197|84|82-1T(AI)1 


cm fjppEr mfsifpOT, t) tfiB arqrTfr jnrtr tH w> 

wf % tjpt tft Btnrtpfl WY | bY 

3Tt srrftT^rur tttt Bif) fan* tsn% ^ mv Tytr srN w *=tt«w 
srt ^ afpprr tt $ serwr (i 998*11 »i'wbt) % BT 
* romY me wyr sr*mf $ 1 

[BWT 2]84-^rrwrTT® 33/38/83-ft* T°] 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 19th January. J984 
STAMPS 

5.0. 340.—In exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(b) of sub-section (1) of section 9 of the Indian Stamp Act, 
1899 (2 of 1899), tje Central Government hereby permits 
the Maharashtra Housing and Area Development Authority, 
Bombay to pay consolidated stamp duty of eighty two 
thousand and five hundred rupees only, chargeable oil ac¬ 
count of the stamp duty on bonds in the form of debentures 
(1998-XI-Series) of the face value of One crore and Ten 
lakhs of rupees to be issued by the said Authority. 

[No. 2/84-Stnmp.7-F. No. 33/38/83-ST] 
«tNvr 


R. K. TEWARI, Under Sccy. 


5TT%W 

Tt ftMY, 17 apmV, 1984 

TTFI 

TTo 8tTo 339.—TrTTfftq- HFT aTfSTpUFT, 1899(l89D 
ITT 2 ) if) tmr 9 tft OTETHT ( l) * gfy (*Jr) jrrt YPRT 

irffcwf fr Htfhr t# ff, %ttf)jr norm: mr^rra *tm «nt° 
^)o tffo Term t) mr ttir ijBTT ryref 

■fr ^ B<YfW WT 4J?T T) JTTPEft T"tY 4?) 3pjnlA Yd) §: 
’’ft ; 3 , RT zr° sfU tttttit irt ant) finr 

Br^r beY BRi Bvtfy ’fRf % Bfrir ijr % tctriY ^ tt r[ 
•itmf it snmf 1 1 • 

[fTOT 3 /8 4 -^TRT tTo B° 33 / 41 / 83 - To] 


ORDER 

New Delhi, the 17th January, 1984 
STAMPS 

8.0. 339,—In exercise of the powers conferred by claus 

Act °^? 3 Cti ° f n ,«> ** 9 , of the Ttfdian Stami 

Act, 1899 (2 of 1899), the Central Government hereb 

permits M/s. I.T.C. Eimitod, Calcutta to pav consolidate! 
•tamp duty of rupees twenty two lakhs and fifty thou*an< 
only chargeable on account of th e stamp duty otj bonds h 
the form of debentures of the face value of rupees thirl’ 
crore, to be issued by the said M/s. I.T.C. Limited CakuWi 


[No. 1 /84-Stamps-F, No, 33/41/83- 


«n^sr 

Tf ftwfT, 19 apPltY, 1984 


m ° *** T-40.—TTTOfNT Etm I899 (i 8B9 

^ \) * ^ 9 ( 1 ) * tfr (gr) JRT srerr 

VffrorT TT SmVt ftr 


Tfo srfo 341—BKijfFr tTTPT StftrfipRt 1899 ( 1899 

ft 2) <[ SITTT 9 <(?) 38ttra (l) % «f» (V) BUT SWTt 

wfifwf tt spfbr gr ^RjfNr tm-Ft iRr!^Tn- ot spr ct 
RTT TRf) I BY apffjTT rpm fafffa PpiR, apRfk OTtr 

TH IfY TBTW RTO % TTTfiTRtY HW % *5 3 nnff 

fm wnr^ wef sfarq«f 91; t=ro arfttfim % srcrfa jpup! 1 1 

[rfo 4/8 4-fJTPf-TTo Bo 3 3/28/83-ko To] 

ORDER 

STAMPS 

S.O. 341.—In exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
9(a) of sub-section (1) of section 9 of the Indian'Stamp 
Act, 1899 (2 of 1899), the Central Government hereby 
remit, the duty which thp bonds in the nature of Promissory 
Notes of the value of rupees four hundred and ninety five 
lakhs only to be issued by the Karnataka State Financial 
Corporrfiop. Bangalore are chargeable under the said Act, 

[No. 4/84-Sl'impa-F. No, 33/28/83-ST] 
sifYur 

TTo 5TTo 342 —fSPF StfefmPT, 1899, (l899 
47T 2) 9 ?) ETTTT 9 47) TTttrrj (l) % SRW (t) THT JTTW 

frPfFff tt TFfPr tt*t gtr, tirt httk tRt^mr m st?t tY 
RIT TTvfY I sfY W Pm fwr BfFir 3TTT nESTRf) (2 4«ft 
st'tj^r) % tpr ^ 51 tt) frtf 4)1% Tt?) ^TTof s’) nY gwr^yiT 

to J - sf) tjRT % spmt ix atfsrfmnr % armFi tpiN l i 

[tio 5/ 8 l-THTCR-TTo 3 3/ 9/ 8 3- fYo To] 


ORDER 

STAMPS 

5.0. 342.—In exercise of tho powers conferred by clause 
(a) of sub-section (?) of section 9 of the Indian Stamp 
Act, 1899 (2 of 1899), the Central Government hereby remits 
Ibe duty with which the bounds in the nature of debentures 
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(241 he Scries) of the value of rupees two hundred and seventy 
five lakh* only to be issued by the Punjab Financial Cor¬ 
poration, Chandigarh, are chargeable under the said Act. 

[No. S/34-Stamps-F. No. 33/9/S3-ST) 
43*9 

tEWT 

TV* STTo 3-13—srrafar RFT Sffofim 1899 ( 1999 

err 2 ) * urw 9 * ’svarcr ( 1 ) % m (vt) am aw 
vrff-wf ft spiFr v*v gq * 5 * hwttv qv^sTvr exit 
sftv pftmfftv vm* Etr*t, ms gravr, 24 , ** ** v*? 
Tttrf-400023 * 22 TTfaT, 50 fSVTV Hitf-od 

FEW sjpp * anrepfr w* * arjirfir *fr & * 34 a wm* 

ira tfftr tpvrr sffttd ^54 ^ ¥ o i wvr ft* 

»n% erfr irsrTcf1 w ktr tj5T % wr $ norif |j 

[wr 6/84-HTrtr-'PTo th 33/40/a3-fa° To] 
vpttpt ant, srrv trfwr 

ORDER 

STAMPS 

S.O. 343.—In exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(b) of sub-section (1) of section 9 of the IndiaiL Stamp 
Act, 1988 (2 of 1899), the Central Government hereby 
permits M/s. Tata Engineering and Locomotive Company 
Limited. Bombay House, 24, Homi Mody Street. Fort, 
Bombay-400023 to pay consolidated stamp duty of rupees 
twenty two laths and fifty thousand only, chargeable on 
account of the stamp duty on bonds in the form of debentures 
of the face value of rupees thirty crores to be i.sued by the 
said Company. 

[No. 6/84-Stamps-F. No. 33/40/83 ST} 
BHAGWAN DAS, Under Secy 

fa*f, is rtwrf, 19S 1 
WWT 

TTeWTo 344.—faTT JfWTtTtt (TterR favtpt) *1, UFTT< 
ufuf-rmt, 1961 ( 1961 TT 43) * SOW 2 % W* ( 44 ) % 

sr-nvi’ (iii) % mjtrtvr if wi* * uf fa*r 28 wj, i 98 i * 

ufagsFrr trwr 397 8 (tvo* 3 98/3/81-htoto*to*o) far*) 

* tpro^o mtftm * tv trfsnmt % wv if 

* n< «fr, rt qtrarrw farm ^i'dt | 1 

2 . wfwjw, vfr srftftnm irw tv qg* qfawrvV 

% mt tt TRwrv tfffi n* * trrvfar fr vrnr £r* 1 

5590 (TIotfo 398/l/R4-4TToTo?o3 

ufo^c m?ft#fv, mtv wftr 

New Delhi, the 18th January, 1984 

INCOME TAX 

S.O. 344.—The notification issued in the Ministry of 
Finance (Department of Revenue) No. 3978 (F. No, (398/ 
3/81-1TCB3 dated the 28th May. 1981. in pursuance of sub¬ 
clause (iii) of Clause (44) of Section 2 of the Income-tax 
Act, 1961 (43 of 1961), appointing Shri S. K. Pardcshimath 
as Tax Recovery Officer is hereby cancelled. 

2, This notification shall come into force w.e.f. the date 
Shrl S. K. Pardeshimath hands over charge ai Tax Recovery 
Officer. 

[No. 5590 (F. No. 398/1 /64-lT(B)] 
B. E. ALEXANDER, Under Secy. 


tpffW SRifST W,< 

*( (wn), 15 FV((4V, 19 83 
trim 

VToVTTo 345 —ATT:, TOW trfEtfmr, 1 961 ( 19 61 TV 

43) TV trrvr 121 * WT-OTW ( 1) ffTVf STTIV wftmff TV WVft 

T* gq, TTKftT 5RW TV sfrfff ft*- I,II,HI, IV, V, VI, 
VII, VIII, IX, X, XI wn XII % ttrarv tmjvfff % trmraf aftrr- 
ftrnv mrnpv wpjr, arhr wvrf * rra yv farq % %vffa strst tv ifri 
urvr 121 tv untjrvT ( 2 ) sra uvrr uvftmvf tt jrFv tvE jq 
qwqsivr fa^tr 5ur 5 farwm uvrm % Erwf (i) 

ii fafafaes WVTV tnqvw, filVTTT SVETR TTuEpT qvtr E^fiff % 
EfFiT ( 2) if fafafe: OTT tt^ff ^ EFff ( 3) ir twr : 3fevfer 

fiir unrii tr-RT wif Efwff % vrnpa if ttpI tt 
TtVT sftv EveVI , II, III, IV, V, VI, VII, VIII, 

IX, X, XI q4 XII % vfPTTV wpw w^-ft % vtovv 3 
it ipn tjEvtfatvr uimr'i tt*m mrnvf vfr Efamf ^ trau if vrrfi 
twit t 





1 

2 

3 



(t) arrarf ft*—I, 



II, III, IV, V, 


VI, VII, VIII, 
IX ,X,X I, qt XII 
% tsrrqTv wqfffif 
^ toimv if srrE 
w?r % mE if 

tfawvr vlt tvrtnvqr 
vrftmrt 1 

(lj) W5tf ft*—I, II, 
III, IV, V, VI, 

vn, vin, ix, x, 

XL ufa XII, % srom 
WTqvcvf ^ ttf{nfttwv if 
vf^ rrmeff rnfsfV 
v fvvw'tpvfa q-fftx?r 
ftrru vfrf TV-fatrfwr 
ej?f fell nm I 3<k 
r * atom 
»* Em* v?* wtv. 
trftw * qf | 4v 
uq wrtwpff * *r- 
tv * ftRftfaw 
3VWTV 'tfv'maff/ 
urvf/snjtmilt % wr- 
fmarv ®r srr^ f, 
afravr*. stftffatm 

1961 * HTVt 

139(2) /148 

»t*T «Tttf tflferTl* 
fawv wtr | 3wn 
vrrd fanvv srrm ^: 
i- qftmwrv 

ii. vfvihWT 

iii- wnvr qfriwwv 
iv. TTRittiftT *3:- 
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l -i 3 

V. ^ 

vi. Pipr *TP r *rrwr 
vii- Jpurf arnl rR- 

viii. *mr 

ix. faforf af’pft ifr- 
irmr, srk 

faftfl ar^smr i 

x&% mr ft? «rprPT 
afr^«m (urnr) <n^f 
vr i s f -WJTt 
lB83*Bt>JT3^r5rre 
?r?5rnr <rf 

<rnrl % RTJT Tf 4' 
«tsrrfsrm rim 1 * sr 
wmTTTT ai?t nr 4 th 
qnp ^T-Fr^tr^r 
i s m^rx, 1983 ?r4> 
■jrt uvr % i 
jnwsrf * in* 4 
writers, n-vi 
fire!-I, II, III, IV, 
V, VI, VII, ,VI1I 
IX, X, XI, XII % 
unr^r 3rrfwf 4 
ft%r fin, iw^rf*rr, 
Dpt nprsfr ^nt 
if gr'tff nfff- 
*rflwr tfr i 

(t) (i) nftfNT <rfv 
*rmr I 

ii. irifam Tf<:R«y?T II 

iii t -fajfw <rfv- 
rmtXT XI 
iv. wer 124(1) * 
v^r-r srom 
3rr^»RT (srric) fryf 
im ttv 
vrPRnfi %■ Jisf,'T 
^TTUT WT Tfft 3FR 
TfVRm r 1 

nf sifmgw 15 1 983 ir wf fbfV 1 

[4“ 5427 ('W°4 ci i8 7/ie/8 3'irrovopro 1 )] 
’fiotfo tfrfr-TjWT, 

471^ SRpg v-t VfV 

CENTRAL BOARD OF DIRECT TAXES 
New Delhi, the 15th October, 1983 
INCOME-TAX 

S.O. 345.—Whereas in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) cf section 121 of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 
of 19611, the Central Board of Direct Taxes have conferred on 


Commissioner of income-tax, Investigation, Bombay juris¬ 
diction concurrent with those of the Commissioners of Income- 
tax, Bombay City—I, II, III, IV, V, VI. VII, VIII. IX, X. XI & 
XII, the Central Board of Direct Taxes in exercise of the powers 
conferred by sub-section (2) of Section 121, hereby directs that 
the Commissioner of Income-tax specified in Column 1 of the 
Schedule hereto annexed with headquarter* specified in column 
(2) thereof shall alone perform functions in respect of such cases 
or classes of cases as are referred to in column (3) of the said 
schedule and the Commissioners of Income-tax, Bombay City—I, 
II, III, IV, V, VI, VII. VIII, IX, X, XI & XII shall not exercise 
functions over the case* or classes of cases as are referred lo 
in column 3 of the said schedule. 


Commissioner Head- Jurisdiction 

of Income-tax quarters 

T “ ” 2 3 

Investigation Bombay (a) General power of survey 

in respect of areas com¬ 
prised in the jurisdiction 
of Commissioners of In¬ 
come Tax, Bombay City—I, 
II, III, IV. V, VI, VII, 
VIII, IX, X, XI A XII. 

(b) Survey wards/circles deal¬ 
ing with cases falling in 
the jurisdiction of Com¬ 
missioners of Income-tax, 
Bombay City—I, II, III, 
IV, V, VI, VII, VIII, IX, 
X, XI & XII in which no 
assessment has been made 
and where either a return 
of income has been filed 
for the first time or a 
notice under section 139(2)/ 
148 of the Income-tax 
Act, 1961 is issued or is 
to be issued excluding 
those cases coming under 
the jurisdiction of follow¬ 
ing Income-tax Circles/ 
wards/sections : 

(i) Companies Circles 

(ii) Salaries Circles 

(iii) Trust Circle 

(iv) Professional Circle 

(v) X Ward 

(vi) Film Circle 

(vii) Bombay Refund Circle 
(viii) Non-Resident Refund 

Circle 

(ix) Foreign Companies 
Circle, and 

(x) Foreign Section 
Provided that the Com¬ 
missioner of Income-tax 
(Investigation), Bombay, 
would cease to have 
jurisdiction on or after 
15-10-83 over cases of 
survey dreles/wards where 
atleast one assessment 
has been completed upto 
15-10-83. In respect of 
Such cases jurisdiction 
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would stand vested with 
the Commissioner of 
Income-tax, Bombay City- 
T, II, III, IV, V, VI, VII, 
VIII, IX, X, XI & XII as 
the cases may be having 
territorial jurisdiction in 
respect of such cases. 

(c) (i) Survey Circle I 

(ii) Survey Circle It 

(iii) Assessment Circle XI 

(iv) Any other circle creat¬ 
ed by the CIT (Inv.) 

Bombay under the 

powers vested in him 
u/s 124(1). 

This notification comes into effect from 15-10-1983. 

[No. 5427 (F. No. 187/16/83-ITAl] 
V.B. SRTNIVASAN, Director, 
Central Board of Direct Taxes 


(atrflwi 4,rtr fsfarir) 

(ifVr snuff) 

nf fwr, la wti, 19S4 

:»T«Kr« S48.— ffNJWFT (to tftC 3«) 

107 9 % w»r 8 fcffffW'ff ( I) $ fflff fffc* W 3 ^ ffiffTfft 
(<t ) % Si C-m-. .’Tcfta f'ft 1st % TCWlf 

% 4m*u|»Pi cf« ftsfrA Tu 14 'ffffffft, nm wr*w 

13 mrrrr, 1 **-/ *ft $ft mwf TOrfir % 

ftyrr jfa* sms #TiT V !W fa^PP *8 Wi <T 9 XBl $ I 

[ww «ff®-I (l)] 


(Department of Economic Affairs) 

(Banking Division) 

New Delhi, the 13th January, 1984 

S.O. 346.—In pursuance of sub-clause (a) clause 3 
read with sub-clause (1) of clause 8 of the Nationalised Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970, 
the Central Government, Ut^r conuiifnlioruwjth the Reserve 
Bank of India, hereby appoints Shn T. Tiwari, as the Manag¬ 
ing Director of the Bank of India for a period commencing 
on January 14, 1984 and ending with January 13, 1987. 

[No. F. 9/38/83-BO. 1(1)] 


9T* 3ffo 347-—TIWpfSFfiff (sftu sftff irufrii ffTfa) Plfff, 
19 7 0 PW 7 % ffTff ffteff »iff 5 % ( 1 i % sTjaW 

Sr Wl4 rT-fftrflXf T*.ff % ffRlff; 

*fr si ® ffrmfr vr fm| u writ, 1994 ff iff xto 
>t fffftf faitTW if ftffy* ftm w If, T€Y iff 

mu ffTrat % fftnrv if* % a^'w * wt if ftmut ff Mft $ t 

[<mT tnio 4/: BIBl-fff® ( 2 )] 

FT* r’rkmsrpi’f, U4 ffftff 


S.O. 347.—In pursuance of aub-clause (1) of clause 5, 
read with clause 7 of the Nationalised Banks (Management 
and Miscellaneous provisions) Scheme, 1970, the Central 
Government, after consultation with the Reaerve Bank of 
India, hereby, appoint* Shri T. Tiwari, who has been ap¬ 
pointed as Managing Director of the Bank of India with 
effect from January 14, 1984 to be the Chairman of the 
Board of Director* of th* Bank of India with effect from the 
same date. 


[No. F. 9/38/83-B01(2) ] 

C, W. MIRCHANDANI, Dy. Secy. 

freTif urrnf rrpp ffitrfffffan. mm iftw 
1G fiftfOtT, 198 3 
tf® :/83 
m ryeirr up** 

"FTo sft«>348 .—^<#4 3Ftrc »[®s fanffiffrir 1 94 * i: r-ran 
5 4 ; 5FS*TW ^TF JfffTff UrfiRTfff W.T JfffTff ff T ff |.t, t urrq /fur 
ffffBfrllarf 41 ffffTffff *T4ffr^f3ff ffrj;4 g*T,-* *j?f. «r.f ffffff ffrffl 
ffFtrm mi u fVm 173 fftfr v Trfavff ( 5 ) wt facR 
173 ffi'fr ff Ttftaff (g) «f srpr-v wrrjt d strirff *4 
STfffff 4(74 it faff fffajfff =T.T4Tf jf I 

[uro 4 ( is)8-3/ei/ffTn ffff] 

CENTRAL EXCISE COLLECTQRATE, MADHYA 
PRADESH 

Indore, the 16th December, 1983 
NOTIFICATION No. 3/83 

CENTRAL EXCISES 

S.O. 348,—In exercise of the powers vested in me under 
Rule 5 of the Central Excise Rules, 1944, I empower the 
Assistant Collectors of Central Excise in Madhya Pradesh, 
Collectorate to exercise the powers of Collector under Sub¬ 
rule (5) of Rule 173PP and Sub-rule (6) of Rule J73PP with¬ 
in their respective jurisdictions. 

[C No. IV(16)/8-3/81IPT.I] 
ran, 22 suture, issa 
srfaffffffr ff® 2 /R 3 
ff-JTiff 3T7PT tajFf 

«r.T« 3ff° 349.—4 ftiwwrfl 194 4 % fttW 

3 < arff-w F* rffd Ffwifi <*r stnTr jp rfsq rravr 
v ofOTifnfi afr trfupfi FtrfgnWr Wm vtst; 
4>n rr w 4 iff arFarit 4* «t sfrirr fwr 

19 l-T V njfw 2 (W) 7f*TT fnXU 1 9 1-4T if «pri^T5T 
-P arfftftn 4T Fqrr 4<r wfapff Jftfpt V fa~ 

3fftfFJ *T“ffT ^ 1 

2 atfuff'nr 3 t» i/ei ft® 28-2 -b 1 rr tfPn rm % 

fffff tniflfspj ftm nmn 1 1 

[451® 4® 4/(l6) 1 - 3/8 l/ifo -Jo VJo/nTff at] 

fvwa %® «t, rmrgnf 

Indore, the 22nd October, 1983 
NOTIFICATION NO. 2/83 
CENTRAL EXCISES 

S.O. 349,—In exercise of the powers vested in me under 
Rule-5 of the Central Excise Rules, 1944, T empower officers 
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not below the rank of the Assistant Collectors of Central 
Excite in Madhya Pradesh C'ollectorate to exercise the 
powers of Collector, of approval Of formula referred to in 
Sub-rule 2(b) of Rule 191-A and Rule 191-B within their 
respective jurisdictions. 

2. Notification No. 1/81 dated 28-2-81 stand* modified to 
this extent. 

[C. No. IV(16) 8-3/81/CX/Pt. IE 
S. K. DHAR, Collector 


trrpnr aftr qf>4n: 

(TOTTOT faTTOT) 

17 apTTCr, 1984 

VTo arro so—IPT: STTOfm 3TT^f%PT tjfTTf arfirfm, 

1936 ( 1 9S6 TT 102) OTTl 7 8?) dlNI J I (t) UT«r 
ifer mu 3 iff •ttoiu i % w (w) % sirroi n sfn tott 

tnwf it TUrtf 877%, %7TfFt 9 W T 4 *T« Cpto 3TT?pT- 
UftpTT fit *T° ( *ftTOft ) tfttTi U4 Wt * WH TT j i fmTTOT, 

1 983 Tt muffa srPjfttJtH ifTTO i*T HOT TOttflfl fw |l 

m- atr wr arfrrfTror <t?r am 3 8?) wi ( 1 ) % * 3 - 
trr*r jt swiftn nmt ira^jTtr ^4^ «iw worn 9 er-tTf) 
i 9 60 if) arfafrorr trwr tpr« site 13 s 4 fu-rfafar tnr/trt, 
8tTtfl xhfar ■— 

rm 8tftt.n7rr *f“ ftm 3 -A tmrei 1 % to (v) % 
srtfm tHttfftr " nfW % sFtrmt trw n ark tnrfipr 


[Part II—Sec. 3(H)] 

ftwro qrPrMftrt^r 
8fr «rnt*fy, wfti; 

"n. *t° 4;* i?tro «rr4^fM8i, snp-fwff srlr ffffrwr 

fwf tott " 

(fan 4N 11013 / 3 / 8 i-tpt» <0 (tfVo)] 

sbPfPr iror 'Jhr, am trfV* 

MINISTRY OF HEALTH & FAMILY WELFARE 
(Department of Health) 

New Delhi, the 17th January, 1984 

• 

S.O. 350.—Wherea* the Central Government in pursuance 
of clause (a) of sub-section (1) of Section 3 read 
with sub-section (4) of section 7 of the Indian medical Council 
Act, 1956 (102 of 1936). and in consultation with the 
Government of Punjab have nominated Dr. K. S. Ahluwalia. 
Director. Research and Medical Education. Punjab to be a 
member of the Medical Council of India Vice Dr. (Mrs.) 
Leila Ram Kumar, with effect from the 21st September, 
1983. 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of the provisions of sub¬ 
section (1) of section 3 of the said Act, the Central Govt, 
hereby makes the following further amendment in the noti¬ 
fication of the late Ministry of Health No. S.O. 138, dated 
the 9lh January 1960, namely .—■ 

In the said notification, under the heading “Nominated 
under clause (a) of sub-section (1) of section 3*’, for serial 
number 11 and the entry relating thereto, the following serial 
number and entry shall be substituted namely :— 

“11. Dr. K. S. Ahluwalia. 

Director, Research and Medical Education. 

Punjab”. 

[No. V. 11013/3/81-M.E.fP)) 
P. C. JAIN, Under Secy. 


•jm 

wro q * sr p tf c* *rf% tnmnr 


(Hi'dPtm 'jfir ftp pi) 

ETUfW WTff* (iWT 
srf flWf, 12 «Wfl, 1984 

<*T° WT° 351 —RtUWPT TT «»(un RTOtUT TOTW 'TFIT (tTOTT fspt) f^fsTtHT 195 5 % 14 ♦ (4) 4r 

mrtfPi nmr utot im fru xrar ft fr tott Hfrpr/uw- 11 7724 6 Srft^w^.TnfetriTPr tfr 

rarufjpr 4fW ufTff ^ TUTT 1 SWJWT, 1983 Tf WT forf TOT 


sm Hnpftr iron *ftr fttfir 
(fWT 

RifJuurE tit nnr yfk tot t% fapq trntttr % wtfbr 

’TT^/KfiHTT 

WTWti) srroffq- JTPT* 

1 2 

3 4 

5 

1, yfhUT/tpf-1177246 
1973-04-04 

(t)ro) srioftrc, 4t*i4luT so srftisrct 

50 , irsffouTfow 3 ) - 1 ^%, 4ijju4)e triff 

8TOPT- 3893330, fasTT TO RUM 
((fStTW) 

IS : 8291-1976 •Srofirr 

TOTTuftir pit <fr ftftrfe- 


[#7re)/36 : 1177246] 

Tp> (tr-o wvT’TfifihHrv 


MINISTRY OF FOOD & CIVIL SUPPLIES 
(Department- of Civil Supplies) 

INDIAN STANDARDS INSTITUTION 
New Delhi, the 12th January, 1984, 

S.O. 351.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (4) of regulation 14 of tho Indian Standards Institution (Certification Marks), Regula. 
tions 1955 as amended from time to time, the Indian Standards Inatltutlon hereby notifies that Licence No. CM/L-1177246 particular 
•f which are given below has been cancelled with effect from istOotolw, 1983. 




337 


(w a— m 3(ii)] 

*rm m - Ttiit 

-1, 1»*4/1W 15, 1445 

337 

*—~— " SCHEDULE 

Si. Licence No. 

No. 

Name & Address of the 
Licensee 

Article/Process Covered by 
the Licensee cancelled 

Relevant Indian btanaaras 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

T CM/L-l 177246 

1973-04-04 

M/» Dividayal (Sales) P>1. Ltd. Phentlioate 50 % EC 

J0/A. GIDC Estate, 

Kalol 389330 

Dlstt. Panchmahals 

IS ; 8291-1976 Specification 
for Phenthoate Emulsiflable 
concentrates. 


(GUJARAT) 



— -- 

- 1 ' ” ' " 


[CMD/55: 1177246] 


A.S CHEEMA, Additional Director General (Marks) 




( jrror-ffn: wtf ) 

fwjt, 17 ' 9 84 

nrr» an* 3S2.—srwnf) #n%if «27, fort* « it*, 

i960 fro ittt.M i* vrefm ire Pm, issi * 434 

% w*w III % $tt (*) * wfTTC »TT-frre 

BiJnir'rt £" f rf W 3 fart* i-2-ib 84 & srmfin rr wtrfr 
UPJ ITEt W pTVW fVlT % I 

[ftm s-ij/sS'ft* iff* ^*1 
ft W!f atrarnr, i^rw 


MINISTRY OF COMMUNICATIONS 
(PAT Board) 

New Delhi, the 17th January. IM4 


S.O, 352.—-In pursuance of para (a) of Section III of 
Rule 434 of Indian Telegraph Rules. 1951. as introduced t>y 
S.O. No 627 dated 8th March. I960, the Director General, 
Posts and Telegraphs, hereby specified 1-2-1984 as the 
date on which the Measured Rate System will be introduced 
in Sagar/Sakleshpur Telephone Exchanges Karnataka Circle. 

[No. 5-13/83-PHB] 
V. P. BHARDWAJ, Asstt. Director, General (PHB) 


*rtr *tmR)4 

(wu fasmr) 

if foeft, IN Wirt, 198 4 

if,TO srro 353—sTOHR srfafaw 193 3 (1983 HI jl) 

nfr urn 5 jkt srri uiffwf -411 snttn jtj tt+d 

no %o si^.Ti wfwrff fa-m iff, 19 - 1-1984 

if swat srrihtr urrrr m m, totto tr-tf, wt f wit 

v? 41x1 % m-i snfwi urn) 1 1 

[tfair tt®- 11017/1 / 8 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND REHABILITATION 

(Department of Labour.) 

New Delhi, the 18th January, 1984 

SO 353.—In exercise of the power* conferred by Section 
5 of the Emigration Act, 1983 (31 of 1983), the Central 
Government hereby authorise Shri A. K. Srivnstava. Section 
Officer of the Dcptt. of Labour to sign all relevant docu- 
raents as Protector of Emigrants. Bombay with effect from 
J 9-1-1984 till further orders. 

[No. T-11017/1/83-EMIG-11J 


<Pr° affo 354—37111X1 aiflflW 1983 ( 1983 ^1 3 1) 

^ oTrr 5 sTtr snw nrfwtff sim *m gr, 3fvwr< 

*.ff ^To mao rrifo rfftfV IgHf* TT, 20-1-8 4 i Tt» 
if wri atrrA it, Tfinmr shaft, Aiifi 
Elf nrl ltd fhftr arfuffl I I 

[ti'iir it a -11 o 1 7/ 1 / s s-rutitiriTI] 
wi® 4to aw, arAn ifft 


S.O. 354.—In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 
5 of the Emigration Act, 1983 (3i of 1983), the Central 
Government hereby authorise Shri K. N. S. Nair, Asstt. to 
perform all the functions of the Protector of Emigrants, 
Cochin with effect from 20-1-1984 until Shri V, K. Venugo- 
palan returns from leave. 


[No. T-l 1017/1 /83-EMIG-JI] 

R. K. DAS, Under Secy. 


3TT%nr 

if fawft, 19 WHT, 1983 

ti» trr® 355 —^ahr ww tut | fr wit situ 4 
tuftjxft if fafilV-i fcrnr % nTf if unit *tk upftwVu xmfhr 
if; sftft it ftifsi tfT sftntfw fftnt fwDtlft xAt: in*; irft- 
ntf % wNt fftrctl | ; 

sftr if^tiT 8 ripT' 3W fin 14 13 fimfirftl fiPf 

4TV1T liwull WHtfl | ; 

bps:, m %vjraf *TTHTTT, qWfPlV ft'Tlflt BrfuhiW, 1947 
( 1947 40 14) sra 7T tfk tHTT 10 iff WBFT ( l) * 

(«) tro w titwit in' wtn <r% gm, it^ tftefrfur 
stfawur jrfw tntft % fw% utepftn wfcwitt «ft 
vmt iffif, fwtn WTPW ^U’JT if gtUT tA 7 7W fftlT fit 
srfipfTW lit nnyfiufau if; fxp7 fulfill' TTlt ^ I 

“wt Tret xAt tnuftitn enutn m wit w|T ftm 
x-mm % rf4n it 1 9 ufiim + h s^ 1 -t ^rt (f^u% uih it^f 
^ wtto it fw w * ) fwfim ir^r it tw irrif tfrr 
31 nf, i98i it miff iErriuunn wit^t mint -ooilhn 
if? nfir 5 # it fw Rfiti rwtt S ? 

t?Tt *tsr 

1. xfFRft tfir , ftw tw' Vr 

2. lihftftt TPft Vt nwirra 
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12. Sint, Deri Sunari W/o Shri Mangbar&m 

13. Smt. Bhanwari Damaman W/o Shri Akbar 

14. Smt. Babuji Damaman W/o Shri Kadarbu.x 
1J. Smt. Hazra Chungar W/o Shri Noor Mobd, 

16. Smt. Sakina 

17. Smt. Kanlja 

18. Smt. Suraj 

19. Smt. Gomti Bai. 

[No. L-42011(7)/83-D. 1J(B)J 


3- *fW# 

4T# 

tfr tfWTWlB 

4 . #JT# SHUT S# 

<IEff 

iff «EFm TT*f 

5. ([(Put 

TEff 

sff aRA si# 

e. sffu# ^uur 

umf 

iff uTiJTU* 

7- «ffu# UTXUT 'JUUT 


iff imjST UU4 

8- apfWr YETT 

Tmr 

# ufipm 

e. «ftu# uffrET yanv 

TUT 

iff 

l o. grro guut 

TVff 

iff 

11. «ffu# »EEt(J REEtET 

UETi' 

iff atuu SEfr 




12. sfrutf W gffrn 

'mft 

iff UUifTOU 

13. «ftU# U-TTTO etUUTP 

TEff 

iff stumr 

14- #U# RTf# tTUUET 

t# 

iff TTH «K 

15. *ftU# fTET 

TUT 

iff fC Uf^iTT 


16 . «fTu# 


17 . «fm# <PfP*r 
is. sffu# ^ 
is isPrareft uTu# >nt 

[do H'T-aaOll ( 7)/33<ff-2 (tfr)] 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 19th November, 1983 

S.O. 353.—Whereat the Central Government, i« of opinion 
that an industrial dispute exists between the employers in 
relation to the management of Kbadi and Village Industries 
Commission and their workmen in respect of the matter 
specified in the schedule hereto annexed ; 

And, whereas the Central Government considers it desir¬ 
able to refer the said dispute for adjudication ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 7A, and clause (d) of sub-section (1/ of section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (.14 of 1947). the 
Central Government hereby constitutes au Industrial Tribunal 
of which Shri Mahcndra Bhushan Sharma shall he the 
Presiding Officer, with headquarters at Jaipur and refers the 
said dispute for adjudication to the said Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whofiler the management of Khadi and Village Industries 
Commission in relation to their establishment at 
Jaipur is justified in refusing to regulaiise the in 
female workmen (as per names of workmen given 
in the Annexure below) and in terminating their 
services with effect trom 31st May, 1981 instead ? 
If not, to what relief are the workmen entitled T' 


ANNEXURE 

1. Smt. Sugra Chungar W/o Shri Ismail 

2. Smt. Ghapi Bheni W/or Shri Narninram 

3. Smt. hfunni Saxen W/o Shri Salaudin 

4. Smt. Champa Bani W/o Shri Bhagwanram 

5. Smt. Hasina Chungar W/o Shri Hassau Ali 

6. Smt. Mehraj Chungar W/o Shri Mohd. Hnnif 

7. Smt. Nazma Chungar W/o Shri Abdul Samad 

8. Stmt. Zmila Chungar W/o Shri Mohd. Hussain 

9. Smt. Marium Chungar W/o Shri Ishav 

10. Smt. Sugra Chungar W/o Shri Abdul Hanif 

11. Smt, Anvari Damaman W/o Shri Akbat Ali Bikaner 


ftrwfr, 9 fernrr, 1983 

«FT° 50N 3 56fafpT (TOfiTT Up TPT | ft? V# TUTTO HEf5# 

ir Prfuftis Pm % wr> if tt gw jitTPeto qfruEf Wf 
PrnfEr ’rrqurHT, fuff Truf-fi, twit sEjurrarm, gr winf* % 
gr srWfPw Prim PEfrwt sfte twiT % jPr 
fa*U14 t, 

arh infm bertt w Pmr # mi'tMuu Pug Mftm 
•ffRHT RTWfW BUIT# I ; 

*T 5 : ■Nfg u wr, wTvtPtt famut arfafimu, 1947 (1947 
4 tr 14) # WTO 7 V afk dTO 10 # TT-RUTO (i) ifi 
(R) rro JRtW arftfl# 44 SUtU UTOf gtr, tup afWrfw nrfa- 
«rror ufsu vbIT fira% ft ftspSt-r atftmff # wrte 

(fift, faEWT gOTUET atlPTOWET if (jPlT 3flT OTT fttRTT # Wt 
nrftppTot 4tt atm fipfcm v fwR fuftftm <troft ft1 

"tut m gw iuffuur, jmhrraT, nuumfr, 

atgurum am * 4 ) gfrutgu' muf, fur# t wut sum t* wtfw 

27-8-80 5t3t 12-9-81 $ Ufff/ff'JA 4T# Up TKfaTftf 

mnfrFET ft? uPt uftf, tft tuhTf turn st^thr tt ft ■ 

[tf W 4101 l/36/3 (#)] 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 9th December, 1983 

S.O, 356.—Whereas the Central Government i« of tha 
opinion that an industrial dispute exists between the employers 
in relation to the management of Deputy Chief Engineer 
Western Railway Engineering Workshop Railway Colony 
Post Ahmedabad and then- workmen in respect of the matter 
specified in trie schedule h.-relo annfXcd ; 

And, whereas the Central Government considers it desir¬ 
able to refer the said disptue for adjudication ; 

Now, therefore, in exer.ise of the powers conferred by 
Section'7A and Clause (d) of sub-section (1) of section 10 of 
the industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby constitutes an Industrial Tribunal of which 
Shri G. S. Barot shall be Presiding Officer, with headquarters 
it; Ahmedabad and refers (he said dispuie for adjudication 
to the said Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Deputy Chief Engineer, Rtr'I- 
wuy Engineering Workshop, Sabarmaii, Ahmedabri I 
by imposing punishment on Shri Hnrimohan Sharma 
Mistry vide their letter dated 27-8-80 and 12-9-81 
is justified 7 Tf not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled ?" 


[No. L-41011 /38/83-D.IJ (B)J 





339 


iqi77T qn TRTTq : T 7 .faf 4, iy84/qTT 1 a, 1 905 


sfU*£T brrr^r qn fan 12 - 0-1958 w tio-uo tfa (smffaq) 

fa fami-T fa T'JT TT7 fa TT 7 fa fa 7 ft-TT spiffa fa fqqnfwf 


[faff II—5'JJ 31 ii)} 

-TT,’ iTTo I 5 7—fafaq q 7 PT 7 fa r TT ft fr 4*14 TTWJ '-FI'J.fT 

q fafafcxT fanr fa pt 7 fa f'4-ir fan puit Tfaq fan 
% snwfa fa ncTj tnp -irrarfw fanrc ffanru *V -jqfa 
ffWrrf % fan ffamFT ft, 

far fafatr hirt 7 -nm fanTT fa 'qTqffaqq t fan; Mforn 
<nmr tip, fan mrafa ft , 

3PH ; fafaq qvnr 7 . "fafaffa; fwT faffpEm, 19-17 ( 19-17 

nr u) fa tn^r 7 -t far hr 10 fa ^qtrirr (n) % tyis 
(n) trrn pun vrffafa tp nfaq nfa gppTr farrfhn arfircnq 
qffa nfar i ffafa fasTfan qfacrfa >fa fa 0 pqo fan faff, 
fwr ij'^rraR aM-rwrra fa fa^T faf 7 itt faqnt fa tit srffa- 
TTNr fa ^HTqffafaq % ffatr ffafaq Htfar ft I 

‘Vfafaf SR qffaq fan fa qfarn faffqiqTfa fafafat fa 
Hrffaq, 'q*TT fafa <F 7 fa fa qtq nnfaTffaff I ' fa 71, R 37T 
faTT 7 Rn jTfjfaq 57 TTTK ft ? 

[»fo faTo 11(111 / Mi / 83-fa a 2 (fa)] 

ORDER 

S.O. 357.—Whereas ihe Central Government is of the 
opinion that an industrial dispute exists between the employers 
in relation lo the management of District Railway Manager, 
Western. Railway. Rajkot, and their workmen in respect of 
the matter speedier! in the schedule hereto annexed : 

And, whereas the Central Government .considers it desir¬ 
able to refer the said dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 7A and clause (d) of sub-scction (1 ) of section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Centra! 
Government hereby constitutes an Industrial Tribunal of which 
Shri G. S. Barot shall be the Presiding Officer, with head¬ 
quarters at Ahmedabad and refers the said dispute for adju¬ 
dication to the said Tribunal. 

SCHEDUT £ 

“Whether the demand of the workmen for payment of 
shunting allowance to Bariwalbs at Msshsana in 
Western Railway is justified If so, to \vha( relief 
the workmen are entitled T’ 

[No. L-41011 / 16/83-D.IK B)| 

storm 

TTo spe 358—fafatf qr-qn 7 fa tjtj ft fa fag apfijfa 

T ffaffafen ffarr fa sfa fa qffaq fa-fa, tpfa fad forirmr fafa 
qfaM;, qffan fafa fan % wafar it qtRi pip faffaffa farm 
fafaqfa "far Tpfa TqTPT fa fa=T fnJrqpT ft , 

far fafan nrafn-v- ttt ffanr? far nrrqfqfajn % farr ‘fafftrq 
TTRr qf®falT rpTSTfa tf ; 

3H : qtfaq q^tTpr, iftfaffar ffarr fasjffant, 1 947 (1917 
HIT 14) fa UFT 7-T fa 7 " tTFT 111 fa TTVTPT (j) T <Jfa 

(q) srpr !Ti rr wfiffar Tf fatq qrfa jp mp fafaPiy fafaprui 
qffar Tfar t fitPHi faspfaq fatjqqfa p pr nfas ijqtr srfa ^hf, 
f™ qq^TAT trpq 7 q ^t*n far 3 ^ faqpi fa tip falrTrR 
fa rprqffafarq t fr rr ffafmq qrfar ^ i 

“htt qffaq fat fa fasT jttj wr fafarq-x gpffafaq (qtrr 
fafaqqq fa?, qfaiHT) fan ffaflrpr fa qrfar if ffafaqqn qq- 
ffarfar, far i* fan fa qfaq fa ffafafa tnq qfaRT, ffafaqr 
1328 GI/83 —3 


fa IH'PT q 111! 180 r-qn fa 7 2UU--10IJ kfa fa qqlftPT 970- 

■rriqi if fqtrffm qrfa faT qrrqqr.fr rnnlfaq % ? pf? far, fa fa 
f -qfifar ptt qqirn fi-q aifarq tt ^qrnr | ? 

[ppo 41011 (35) /83 - fa -2 (fa)] 
ORDER 

S.O. 358.—Whereas the Central Government is of the 
opinion that an industrial dispute exists between the employers 
in relation to the management of Western Railway Bombay 
and Divisional Railway Manager Western Radway Kota and 
their workmen in respect of the matter specified in the schedule 
hereto annexed ; 

And, whereas the Central Government considers it desir¬ 
able to refer the said disptue for adjudication ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred bv 
faction 7A and clause (d) of sub-section (1) of section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby constitutes an Industrial Tribunal of which 
Shri Mahcndra Bhushan Sharma shall lie the Presiding Offi¬ 
cer, with headquarters at laipur and refers the said dispute 
for adjudication to the said Tribunal, 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Western Railway, Kota, m 
relation to Divisional Superintendent (New Divisi¬ 
onal Railway Manager) Western Railway, Kota Divi¬ 
sional in fixing the pay of Shri Kishori Lai Saxena, 
Cinema Projector Operator under DS. TE Kota in 
the scale of Rs, 60-130 (P) with effect from 12-6-58 
and in subsequently revised scales of Rs. 110-180 
and 2611-400 vis-a-vis the recommendation of the 
Second and Third Pay Commission is justified 7 
If not. to what relief is Shri Kishori Lai Saxena 
entitled ?” 

[No. L-4101 l/35/83-D.II(B)l 

qratifr 

fa ffafa, 19 feqjzrr, 1983 

RTU4TT° 359—fafaqqrqrp-fa PPf f, ffa ifaf TTTffa: SPjgfa 

if fqfqffar faqq % qrfa if vrrrq qrqqr qqtqrr, t 4IA far 
qqqfrfa ffafa ffq OtMwq % fawiA if qt^re pt fatftfw 
ffau ffatfffa fa 7 “IP pqqTFff % faq faaqTq % 

far %faq qrqn 7 - w ffamfa rqwffpfaq fa fip ffaftm 

qrpqT x i H-faq qqqfa ^ ; 

apr: fafaq qt+ 1 7 , fatafffa; faTir fafafarq, 1947 (1047 

RT 1 )) faf tJTTT 7-qt fa 7 WI3T i o fa TTffrxr (i) % W51 

(q) sttt ptft srffarfa tt qfaq Tfa gp, pqr fafaffa; fafacuq 
qffa qrfa f. ffaqfaiffaTfaq fafatfaq fa pq» fafqqiq vr? ?fq, 
jjsppqir ffHqprR if fan fa 7 ffanr fa wr BtfatrOT 
fa rqrqffamq fa ffa. ffaffar cfa ^ f 

'‘qpT mpn qrqn 7 sqtqtw, far qq^ffaf ffrfen fa, 

fa fawn spt i 8 qnfanf, fa, ffafa nrq 4 H fajfa 
if far Tip |, fapffaf fpffaq fa if 'OFT nTtfT 7 iiqiti if 
in i -i P.d pdf fa qmfa -mafffam ^ " far qfa, -fl qqfqiTk 
ffap afaffP fa 5RRTT ft ? 

ifo no qfaifaf fa mn 
1 fa fao fafaqwnq 
2. fa ffar 
:t. fa pqo ffar-Rpr 
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tT >: fifiY.'At V "IT 

i. Tt n t 11 ^ m i j i 
s tc-’ Tf?.y 

h Rfe ’TTT’' 

7 Tr t'T" ’f'TPru 
s tt° ttfT’ l T£ , t; 

,i ipfr tF nim'iT 
lit Tf ipT ^ TfiT-fFh 
i i *4r r fT-’ ww 
i ■>. Tr untTFun 
i;i. «ft' SUTT httV 
i .1. w. ?NrT tow? 

1 y «ff mt„ fr^PT TBT* 
l h tfr nTo ipTo ARl 
; 7. *fr td 
i s. Tr srit It? 

[ffwr u*r i tut11 /1 ; s.rs'N II A-')] 
£r>- Til- tArTT, ? I! t7 nrfJTtG 

ORDER 

New 1 Delhi, the 19th December. 1 VS3 

S.O. 359 - -Whereas the Central Government is of the 
opinion [tint an industrial dispute exists between the employers 
in rehttion to the management of India Ooveinnient Mint, 
Hyderabad and Sc,urity Printing Press. Hyderabad and their 
workmen in respect of the matter specified in the schedule 
hereto annexed : 

\nd. wheteas the C entral Govcrnmeiv u'nsidci- ii desir¬ 
able to icfer the said dispute lor adjudication ; 

Now. therefore in cxer.isc of the powers conferred by 
Section 7A arid clause (d) of snb-scction (I ) ot section 10 ol 
[he Industrial Disputes Ac. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
< iovernment hereby constitutes an Industrial T ribunal of which 
Shri G. S. Burnt shall he Presiding Officer, with hcadquarlers 
at Ramkotc. Hyderabad and refers the said disptue for ad¬ 
judication to the said Tribunal. 

SCMFDl'I E 

"Whether the management of India (iovernment Mint. 
Hyderabad and Security Printing Press Hyderabad 
are justified in refusing lo transfer the 18 workmen, 
whose names are mentioned in the Annex lire below 
from the Security Printing Press to the India Gov¬ 
ernment Mint ? If not. to what relief are the 
workmen entitled ? 

ANNEXlJRE 

S. No. Name of the workman 


1 . 

Shri 

Abhimanvum 

T 

Shri 

,1. 

Rnmesh 

3. 

Shri 

M. 

Vittal Rao 

4. 

Shri 

M. 

K. Buig 

5. 

Shri 

Md. Zahoor 

6 . 

Shri 

Nfd. Sathar 

7. 

Slut 

N. 

Dattatry 

8 . 

Shri 

Md. ViLzirnlhaq 

9. 

Shri 

P. 

Jaganutham 

10 , 

Shri 

1 . 

Davanund 

1 1. 

Slid 

I J . 

Snclanand 

12 . 

Shri 

(Julderali 

13. 

Shri 

A hid Ali 

14. 

Shri 

H: 

ibib Ahmed 

15. 

Shri 

M 

. Vijayakumar 

16. 

S-hri 

-S 

R. Mallesh 

17. 

Shri 

B. 

Vcnkataralhniun 

18, 

Shri 

Attar Singh 


|No. I.-I6011 /1/S3-D.H(B)1 
T. B, SITARAMAX, DeA Ofiicci 


New Delhi, the 13th Jammy, 1°S4 

S.O. 360.— In pursuance of section 17 ol the Industrial 
Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of J9-|7), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Jolloiving award of the Cenlial Govern¬ 
ment Industrial Tribunal. Jabalpur in the industrial dispute 
between the employers in iclulion to the management of 
Divisional Engineer (T), Indue (IMP) and their workmen, 
which was received b r , the Central Government on the 
nth ftinuaiy. 1984. 

Bi t ORE JUSTICE SHRI K. K. DUB!'.. (Kl'TD.) PRESID¬ 
ING OFFICER. C ENTRAI. GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBU- 

NA1-CUM-LABOUK COURT, JABAIPUR lM.P.1 

Case No CGI T/I C (R )( 35 I ol 1982 

Employers in relation to the Management of Divisional 
Engineer (T). Indore (MP), 

AND 

Their Workmen, 

PRESENT . 

Shri B. G. Nt-mn. Advocate, for the Depai tmynt, 

Shri Jain—for the workman. 

INDUSTRY : Telegraph 

STATE . M P. 

Date of decision : 30-12-1983. 

AWARD 

flic C entral Government in exercise of its powers unaei 
section 10 ol the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 vide its 
notification No. 1.-40012(5)/8l-D Il(B), dated 12-5-1982 
referred the dispute for adjudication, between the management 
and its workman relating to treatment of suspension period 
of B. L. Porwul, The dispute is in the following teims .— 

‘ Whether the action of the Divisional Engineer, Tele¬ 
graphs Ujjain to treat the suspension period from 
4-7-1974 to 13 9-74 of Shri B. L. PorwaJ. Tel. 
Operator, Rallum, as leave due and admissible Is 
justified ! If not. to what relief is the ' workman 
entitled 

The facts necessary- for appreciating the controveisy are 
these B. L. Porwal was in the employment of the Posts 
and Telcfiinphs Department, Indore. On 4-7-1974, the then 
Divisional Engineer, Telegraphs, Indore placed him under 
suspension. He was reinstated with elTr.'i from 13-9-1974 
revoking the said order of suspension. No. charge-sheet was 
issued to the delinquent officer. The competent authority 
then sought to regularise the period o‘" absence from duty 
of Porwal. The competent authority passed an ordei in 
exercise of its powers under rule 54(B) of the Fundamental 
Rules bv treating the period of absence from dufy during 
suspension as op leave which was dig; and admissible. Porwal 
then preferred an appeal to Director, Telecommunication, 
Bhopal against the said deciuon but without any success. 
His leave dtie was Ihep debited from his leave account. 

The Union's case is that .since no charges'icet was given 
to Porwal, the suspension was Illegal and nniuMificd there 
was no departmental inquiry against I he delinquent officer. 
The management had then to revoke the order of sus¬ 
pension. The treating of absence from duty for the 
suspension period as on leave due and admissibly would 
seriously effect Porwal adversely and entail him financial 
loss 

The Management contended that he was involved in 
some serious laches Die competent authority v us telly 
satisfied about the necessity of suspending the workman, 
bm i* was felt that it was going to take some time before 
the departmental inquiry could be started against him. 
and therefore they had revoked ihe suspension order More, 
over, they were short of hands. The compAent authori'D. 
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therefore, in exercise of its powers tinder rule 54-B had 
passed the necessary older. F.R. 54-B runs as under : — 

"54-B(l) When a Government sen ant who has been 
suspended is reinstated or would have been so 
reinstated but for his retirement (including pre¬ 
mature retirement) while under “suspension, the 
authority competent to order reinstatement shall 
eons'der and make a specific order — 

(a I regarding the pay and allowances to be paid 
to the Govt, servant for the period of suspen¬ 
sion ending with reinstatement of the date of 
his retirement including premature leliiement. 
as the ease may be. and. 

(bl whether or not the said period shall he (seated 
as a period spent on duty.'’ 


{3) Where the authority competent to order reinstate¬ 
ment is of the opinion that the suspension was wholly 
unjustified, the Govt, servant shall, subject to the piovi- 
sions of sub-rule (8) be paid the full pay and allowances 
to which he would have been entitled, had he not been 
suspended. 

Provided that where such authority is of the opinion 
that the termination of the proceedings instituted against 
the Government servant had been delay ;d due to reasons 
directly attributable to the Govt, servant, it may, after 
giving him an opportunity to make his icpresentation with¬ 
in 60 days from the date on which the communication in 
this regard is served on him and after considering the 
representation, if any. submitted by him, direct, for reasons 
to be recorded in writing, that the Govt, servant shall 
be paid for the period of such delay "only such amount 
(not being the whole! of such pay and allowances as it 
may determine. 

(4) In a case falling under sub-rule (3) the period of 
suspension shall be treated a* a period spent on duty for 
all purposes." 

>■. * Vfi -fi 

* * * 


has to be revoked and the competent authority is to be given 
power to pass an order indicating as to how the absence 
from duty would be treated. Moreover the competent autho¬ 
rity is also required to go mto the question whether the 
suspension was justified. If it was not justified, the said 
rule provides how the suspension period is to be treated. 
But as m this case, if the authority is satisfied that the sus¬ 
pension was justified, the discretion given to the authority 
was to treat him on leave as due and admissible. 


As already stated earlier, the only question that need> 
consideration in this case is whether the authorities were 
justified or not in suspending Porwal. There is enough ma¬ 
terial on record to come to a conclusion that the authorities 
were justied in suspending him. A complaint had been re¬ 
ceived from A. H. Siddiqui, Divisional Signal and Telecom. 
Engineer, Ratlam on 11-6-1974 addressed to Shri R. D. Gupta 
D.E.T. Indore stating that on 10-6-1974, a call was booked 
at 00 hrs. by Chief Controller, Ratlam from his P&T No. 13 
to Station Master, Barwa to obtain urgent information re¬ 
garding the movement of trains, which was not available 
due to Ratlam-Khandwa control being faulty. There was 
no response till 2.15 hrs. from the exchange when another 
call was booked. This complaint was ordered to be instigated 
by Shri R. L. Verma, ESP (Traffic) who submitted his report 
on 12-6-1974. It was found that Shri Porwal who was on 
duty on 10-6-1974 from 00 hours to 7.10 and was responsible 
for attending to the trunk-calls, had only hooked the calls 
and kept them pending on the record position. He did not 
try the call booked from telephone No. 15. ft was also found 
by the ESP (Traffic) that on the date in question, Shri Porwal 
did not trv and call after 01.15 hrs thereby neglecting his 
normal duties. 

1 do not wish to dilate much on this as it might prejudice 
the workman one way or the other. Suffice it to say that the 
telephone authorities had made proper inquiries and were 
satisfied regarding the negligence of Porwal and they had, 
therefore, suspended him. However, some lime had to be 
taken' before disciplinary action could be started against the 
delinquent employee. Director of Telegraphs was the com¬ 
petent authority foi taking action. Moreover, there was 
shortage of staff and the work was suffering, So. it was sug¬ 
gested that pending finalization of action to he taken against 
the workman, he may be reinstated. That is how Porwal 
had been reinstated after his suspension. 


The competent authority had merely to satisfy itself 
about its justifiability before passing (he order of suspen¬ 
sion under rule 54-B(b). During the pendency of the 
case a memo had also been received dated 3-10-1983 by 
this Tribunal from the Divisional Engineer. Telegraphs. 
Ratlam Division, Ratlam slating that eventual)} the disci¬ 
plinary action was instituted against Porwal by letter 
dated 30-5-1983 under rule 16 i«f C.C.SJC.C.A Rules. 
1965). Since the officer has failed to submit his defence 
against the charges framed against him, the enquiry pio- 
ceeded ex parte and now he has been intimated that he 
was found guilty of negligence of his duty during duty 
hours. The disciplinary authority has ordered'to stop the 
next increment for two years without affecting his future 
increments. The disciplinary authority further decided and 
passed orders that the orders already passed earlier regarding 
the treatment of the suspension period as leave due and ad¬ 
missible w'ould be revised and the suspension period would re¬ 
main intact. Accordingly action was taken to revise the order 
relating to suspension period from 4-7-1974 to 13-9-1974. 

It may be seen that under F.R. 54-B(4). it was permis¬ 
sible to revise the order passed under sub-rule < i) after 
the conclusion of the enquiry against the Government servant. 
The action being taken one under rule 54-B, no exception 
could be taken and the only question that may need some 
consideration in this ease would be whether the suspension 
was at all justified 

The Union has merely laid stress on the ground that since 
no charges were framed against him, the suspension was 
void. 

Ln my opinion rule 54 clearly envisages such situation 
where for some reason or the other, the suspension order 


1 am not left in any doubt as regards the justification for 
suspending Porwal in the first instance. However. J may 
observe that the departmental inquiry has to be started within 
a reasonable period of time after the misconduct is detected, 
in the instant case, for some unknown reasons, the authorities 
had slept for about nine years. This is most prejudical to the 
official concerned and serves no purpose, it may well be 
that in these nine years, the delinquent official had improved. 
The disciplinary action to serve any useful purpose must be 
taken promptly so that the department is relieved of the 
undesirable officers as early as possible. In fairness to the 
workman concerned he must be informed and dealt with 
as promptly as possible. These questions are not referred in 
this case. 1 would, therefore, close this case by making the 
following award. 

ORDER : 

1. The Department was fully justified in taking action 
under F.R. 54-B by making an order as to how 
the suspension period was to be treated. The com¬ 
petent authority in the instant case, had appropriately 
passed the order in his discretion treating the sus¬ 
pension period as one spent on leave due and ad¬ 
missible. This order has to be revised after decision 
in the departmental inquiry is taken under the above 
quoted rule itself. The Department has informed 
that they are taking steps to revise the order. 1 
make this award accordingly. 

2. There shall be no order as to costs. 

JUSTICE K. K. DUBE, Presiding; Officer. 

[No. U-40012f5> /81 -D 1 It B il 
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New Delhi, the 20lh .limitary, 1984 

S.O. 361.—Ill pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the following award of the Central Govern¬ 
ment Industrial Tribunal, Chandigarh in the industrial dispute 
between the employers in relation to tbe management of 
Beas Sutlej Link Project and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on the 10th January, 
1984. 

BEFORE SHRI I. P, VAS1SHTH. PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 1RIBUNA1- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT, CHANDIGARH 


termination even though the same was set aside in appeal 
It was further pleaded that after hating joined his duty with¬ 
out any pre-conditions regarding th- back wages the petitioner 
was not entitled lor seeking t refeis.ua: of his dispute to 
the Tribunal. 

6 Mr, Ld, predecessor look the parties to tiial on the 
following issues arising from lhci'- foldings, 

( ; ) Whelher the reference is had for the icasun staled 
in preliminary Para No. 1 of the written statement > 

(it) As in the Order of ivtcren.e ? 

(iii) Relief ? 


Case No. 1. D. 55 of 1978/96 of 1973 
PARTIES : 

Employers in relation to the management of the Beas 
Sutlej ink Project. 

AND 

Vishnu Ram. their Workman. 

APPEARANCES : 

For the Employer—S/Shri M. k. Holna and R. L. Dogra 

For the Workman—Shri M. S. Toggat, 

Beas Sutlej Link Project (H.P.) 

AWARD 

Dated the 4th of January, 1984 

The Central Government Ministry of Labour, in exercise 
of the powers conferred on them under Section lOtll(d) of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, hereinafter referred to as 
the Act, vide their Order No. J.-42()]2(5oi/77-D.ll(Bj dated 
the 15th of June 1978 read with S.O No. S. 11025(21/83 
dated the 8th of June, 1983 referred (he following Industrial 
Disputes to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

“Whether the action of the management of the Beas 
Sutlej Link Protect in keeping Shri Vishnu Ram, 
Fitter (Token No. 932/D) under forced uti-em- 
ployment and (hereby not paying him wages for (he 
period from the 16th August, 1975 (o the 10ib 
October, 1976, is justified, if not, to what tchef is 
the said workman entitled '!" 

2. The petitioner workman joined the Respondent' Project 
as a Junior Fitter on 18-8-1970 and v.as ptomoled as Fitter 
w.c.f, 1-101972. He proceeded on Sick Leave for 20 days 
w.c.f. 1-2-1975. It was propounded on his behalf that he 
could not recoup his health and had to remain undei treatment 
upto 16-9-197? under the case of the Authorised Medical 
Attendant of lilt Proie.l, meanwhile he had also applied for 
extension of leave. However, when he reported for duty on 
16-8-1975, he was nol allowed to do so, rather he was appri¬ 
sed of the termination of his .services under an order dated 
12-8-1975 on the assumption of having resigned voluntarily. 

3. He, therefore, moved a .ve-vicc appeal which was allo¬ 
wed by the concerned Supdt. Engg. on 7-9-1976. Setting 
aside the order of termination, tbe Supdt. Engg. directed that 
the intervening period of absence should be tleated as leave 
of the kind due. 


4. The petitioner workman agitated against the closing 
part of the older of the Supdt, Engg. because according to 
him, his termination was void ab. inito and, as such, he was 
entitled for the back-wages also He, therefore, raised an 
Industrial dispute which -ould not be settled amicably in 
spite of the intervention of the A.f .O.(C) and. hence, the 
reference. 

5. Resisting the pet lionet’s elaitr,. (he management aveted 
that his service appeal was allowed by the Supdt. Engg. on 
purely' compassionate grounds with the undei-danding that 
no back wages would be Jaimed ami, thus, he was not 
entitled for any relief, The management also disputed The 
validity of his explanation for absence resulting in the 


7. In support of (heir respective verisions the parties 
adduced verbal as well as document .try evidence which 1 
have carefully perused and heard them at length. In all 
fail ness to him, the Ed. representatives of the Management 
did not stretch himself seriously to question the vires of the 
leference. In other words, it was conceded that siniplv by 
joining duty without raising a pre-claim of the back-wages, 
the petitioner did not incur aiv disability in raising an indus¬ 
trial dispute. All the same it vvas urged that because the 
order ot the Appellate Milhority dated 7-9-197( was a self 
.untamed one and based oil the principles of Equity, good 
conscience and natural justice, thcicfoie, ii could not be 
trilled away simply because il did not grant any monetary 
telief to the petitioner for the period during which lie did 
not do any material service for the Employer. 

8 . In spite of seeming attraction, the submission fa led to 
carry conviction with me. The pertinent point is that the 
Management's charge of unauthorised absence from duty was 
not sustained by the Appellate Authority. In the written 
statement a specific plea was raised by the management that 
the termination Order was not aside by the concerned Supdt. 
Engg, i.e. the Appellate Authority only on the giound ol : 
compassion and that was how that no rcl'ef of buck-wages 
was given to the workman. But signilicantly enough, this 
pica was nol elcborated before me duriqg the course of 
hearing As a matter of fact, it docs nut lind support even 
from the relevant order of the Appellate Authority. Both 
the parties have filed attested copies of the same and for the 
better appreciation of the point in issue it would be in the 
fitness of things to reproduce its operative part iCopy Ext. 
WW-1/5 para No. 4) which reads as below : 

On hearing the appeal and after going through the 
lccurd f do not hold leasonable the argument ihut 
the workman was rot allowed to join duty because 
of retrenchment of the categoty of the Fitters. The 
pet son concerned should not sutler oil th's account 
when he was not lo be lelrenched. He mould 
bavc been allowed to join duiv and then retrenched. 

Therefore, I accept the appeal mid allow the wo-kman 
lo Jo.n the duly. His peri ml ot absent; be treated 
as leave of kind due.'' 


Jn ,, v consiucteu opinion Hie aforesaid observation of 
the Appcllnte Authority not only domolishes the Managements 
toilless hut also exposes a ciud; attempt at shifting of 
stands. Rather, it supports the proposition that since the 
absence ol the workman was for a just and iowfuj reason, 
inert lore, he could not be penalise. 1 in any manner, inclusive 
of any intrusion in his accumnla'ed leave. Otherwise too, the 
scheme of adjusting his due leave fo, the jeriod of’the 
ii, r 'in iiJJ 11 unlawful retrenchment from 16-8-197? to 
JU-10-1976 would be in the n.iiuie ; ,f condoning an illegal 
act oi the Management. 


10. J accordingly, sustain 
workman and on returning 
pass any' Award against the 
them to forthwith pay him 
period 


the claim ul the pelitionei 
both the issues in h>s favour. 
Management, with a direction to 
his bacr wages lor the aforesaid 


( 11 AND I GAR II. 
Dalcd : 4-1-1983 


l. P. VANISH HI, Presiding Officer 
[No, L-42nl2(56)/7 7 -D.TTfID] 
T B. STFARAMAN- Desk Officer 
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w/tU 

-:z fy-Ti, 14 iVftv 7 , ihs.; 

if:jo *rr^ :h> 2 —Trtfra 4rt ttt ^ fa ifat ttivs 

j p j y fj ij fafafrr favrr % vt 7 ir mfa tBnff ret wf 7 v 
JREPR; it sjtpjf n^: Itfatf-nT f?RT7 fahTTTT TIT 7 TTV TW1 

% *fa favnrr t, 

Rpr faffpT tpTT 7 , "3TT fw VT nfFThfaPH V fa 17 farifarT 
v^Tt urerfm *m*far 

tpt, vfafa jt ^ tt 7 Tfl^nfiT fare? fauhw m47 ( mi7 
ttj 14) '^m 7-v ttt 7 stm 1 *» tt-tut (j) v *iT rsI 

fprj jpfFf srfwfT TT W 7 ! vfa ttr n V TfrnTf*TT Ttlti + 7 i; . 

iifM 5pT?fi t ffafa 'ffafarc TfftmrJt “4r fa ^fr fam /far 
fcpppT ^'WTM’T TtTTRPrPT it fahT fa 7 TVT ffaTH Vt 7 PT fad- 
r^m j jpj RTtfafafar v fa 77 fffafar vHt £ i 

TpPjfa 

“93JT fapi TTTfa farfa 77 R VClf 7 . 61 Id ^TTfpT^TT V Tpiti^FT 

n?j *fa fa vpn'flit tfaqrofa ’tpptt, fafanr vjj4 swr t’p 

srw vrrf srpm vfafat fa Mtwt fa j- 7-typ'd r tetft 

-itr if! ’rrfartfa ?r faJ fa 7 Rifafav ^ ’■' far far, fa vfa 

tjT 7 faH M % ^v*t 7 ft "' 

fax itcj-290 i 7 /^t ( 's:i- , st-:) (fal] 
ORDER 

Mew Delhi, the 14th December, 1^83 

S.O. 302.—Wherein the Central Government is of the 
opinion that an industrial dispute evLuA between the emplo¬ 
yers in relation to the management of Harji Premji Stone 
Quarry and their workmen in respect of tlte matler specilicd 
in the schedule hereto annexed; 

And whereas the Central Government eoti'idci.s it desir¬ 
able to tefer the said dispute for adjudication ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 7A and clause (d) of sub-section (1) of section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Central Government herein constitutes an Industiial Tiibu- 
«al of which Shri G. S. Bavot, shall he the Presiding Officer, 
with headquarters at Ahmedabad and refers the said dispute 
for adjudication to the said Tribunal. 

SC'HE DU I h 

"Whclhci the action of the management of M/s. Harji 
Premji Stone Quarry Mine owners in terminating the 
set vices of -S/Shri Bhulabhai Chimbabhai Vasva, 
Virsinghbhai Vusavj and Pratapbhai Vasva, work¬ 
men with elleei from 1st July. 1982 is legal and 
justified ? If not, to what relief the workmen arc 
entitled to 7” 

I No, 1 .-79012/25/83-D-ilt A)] 

wfaw 

fa. fa fa., us frquTT, tua.t 

TTo Uli 36.1.—fafaT *T 7 VT 7 fa Tpj > fa; TT4 TTPT4 

fajjfa ft _fafafeci htrjtr v far it Tipw fa 7 rrrfar rr? frm- 

TrpfT Wtf? 7 t if tf?3 par iuraiftiT fom fwirn ttf 

TtiTFt T fas'nTa I, 

TIT 7 %qfpT r r 7 9'tT TVf hTTO Tt tJTPT-hpn'Jtrr i|T fq^fvFT 

r 7 at srrtidtr TtT.T'fr ?■ 

nn. Ttj'n tt'ieTlnt' kqis vhihrur m; (1:147 

tt 14) ^ Etm 7 -t Tfi 7 nro m nfr ■3T-8T 7 r (j) % trr {»r; 

tpt tren jrffrnrt nn srrftrr irM jrr 047 Ttfefrfw tTfu^rnir rrfer 

T^rff if ftm Plrpfrr Ttf'-irpr =4t rjjrts- wm tmf g'ffr, furnp 


jfPTT'Tir 7t9TT <r Ttar ?n 7 tt=t f^Ttr ^rr ti^t TrFnT 7,] T Tr arn- 
fifvpm t fop f^'Err T 77 !! i. 1 

'TqT nit 15 !! 7 ! W mj fa^ 77 ! 7 ! fafrpT T^nT 7 % S^ET- 
4^ Tr tfr rm 7 T jjr Pfafa-'H mzj ^’T^tfortm sft tttrt 
nrtTrnpts 7 ! w 4 ’Tmr 7 t 7 fa^far h eurr vfa 

«rr TFr*rr?t 7: mt‘TfTR ? r qfe atfr 4r t^tt 7 fan tpttit 
tp svtr S 1 

[rfWT t f7 r- 2 ‘ M 1 1-2/ ! _ S 4-TT- 3 (ifr) ] 
iro fi ^tft erfuTT 7 ! 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 2Sih December, 1983 

S.O. 3h3.—Whereas the Central Government is of the 
opinion that an industrial dispute exists between the em¬ 
ployers in relation to the management of Rajasthan State 
Mules A Minerals Ltd,, and their workman in respect of the 
matter specified in the schedule hereto annexed: 

And whereas the Central Government consideis it Jcsi- 
ablc to refer the said dispute for adjudication ; 

Now, thcicl'orc, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 7A and clause (d) of sub-section (II of section if) 
of the Industiial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 19471, the Cen¬ 
tral Government hereby constitutes an Indtisfial Trbunal 
of which Shri M'ahendru Rlutshan Sharma shall be Ihe Presid¬ 
ing OlJicer, with headquarters at Jaipur and refers the said 
dispute for adjudication to Ihe said Tribunal. 

WHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the Management of Rajasthan 
State Mines and Minerals Ltd., Udaiput m denying 
appointment to Shri Mubarak Rhan, Casual Auto 
hle.trician in their Jhainarkotui Mines on regular 
basis is justified II not, to what tclief the work¬ 
man is entitled''. 

INn. ),-29012/1 /U3-D IIKBII 
N. K. VtRMA, Desk Officer 
New Delhi, the 10th Januury, 1984 

S.O. 364.—In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the following award of tile Central Govern¬ 
ment Labour Court, Nagpur, in the industrial dispute between 
the employers in relation to the Management of Union Bank 
of fndia and their workmen, which was received h\ 1 
Central Government on (he 4fh January, 1984. 

Ex No. 35 

BEFORE SHRI G. H. KADAM, H .Sc., I.E.R., PRESIDING 
OFFICER. CENTRAL GOVERNMENT I ABOUR COURT 
AT NAGPUR 

Retcrenee (I.D. A.) C.G. No I ol 19112 
Adjudication 
BETWEEN 

I he Manager, Union Bank of India, 

Gandhibagb, Nagpur. Party No, 1 

AND 

The General Secretary, Union Bank of 
India Staff Association, C/o Arun 
Bhavan, Temple Bazar Road, 

Silabuldi, NagpuL'-44()ll)2. Party No. ? 

In the mullet ol adjudication ol the dispute under S<- 
tion 7-A and 10(1 Hdl of the Industrial Disputes 
Act. 1947. 

APPEARANCES : 

Hi Shri R. Shriniwasan. (2) Shri Mehta. (3) Shri Raiii- 
kui,--Authorised Representatives for the Party No. 1 
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(41 .Shri S. 1*. Choudhuri, (5j Shri S, Sahusbuddhe. 
(6) . Shri D. Vi. Satukar.—Authorised Repiesen- 
tativcs lor ihc Parly No. 2. 

AWARD 

(Delivered on this 23 lU day of December, 1983) 

The Central Government by its Under Secretary, Gov - 
eminent of India/Bharat Sarkur, Ministry of Labour|Sliram 
Mantraluyu Order No. L-12()I2|54|79 D.ll.A, dated 14th 1 eo- 
ruary 981), has, under clause (d) ot sub-section tl) of Sec¬ 
tion Id of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 ot 194(>, 
refers the following dispute for adjudication of the Central 
Government, Labour Court at Nagpur, constituted under 
Section 7-A of the said Act— 

1 Whclbci tite action of tile management of Union Bank 
of India, Gandhibagh Branch, Nagpur in with¬ 
drawing the ilulics oi dnitry from Sim S, K. Avvasihi 
irom 27-9-197(1 and reverting him to the post oi 
a Peon is juslied - .’ Jf not, to what relief the concerned 
workman is entitled T' 

2. It appears from (he record of this Reference that the em¬ 
ployee—Shri S. k, Avvasthi Peon (henceforth referred to as 
(he Party No. 2) tn the employment of the Union Bank ot 
India, Gandhibagh Branch, Nagpur, (henceforth referred to 
as ihc Pany No. 1) was performing the duties of the Daftry. 
By an order dated 27-9-1976, the management of the Hank 
withdrew the said duties oi (he 0 (iftry and consequently the 
Special Allowance, which was payable to the Parly No. 2 on 
account of (he additional duties, which he was pertorminv 
was also discontinued. Thereafter, the matter went in (he con¬ 
ciliation before the Assistant Labour Commissioner tCentrali, 
Nagpur, which ended in tile failure and hence the reference 
reproduced in paragraph l has been made to this court 
for adjudication. 

3. Both the parties were noticed and in response to the 
same, the Party No. 2 has tiled the statement of claim at 
Ex.-6. In short, it is the contention or the Party No. 2 that 
he was appointed as a Peon in the Gandhibagh Branch ot 
the Union Hank of India at Nagpur in the year 1960. By an 
order dated 35-2-1974, the Party No, 2 was assigned the 
job of Bill C ollector. Subsequently, by an outer dated 18th 
.April 1974 the Party No. 2 was transferred from mo roa n 
Branch C/ficc to the Gokulpeth Branch with the designation 
as Bills Colleeior-cnm-Daflry. By n teller dated 23rd Sep¬ 
tember 1975. the Party No. I confirmed the designation 
given to ihe Party No. 2. By an order dated 6th October 
1975, Ihe Parts No. 2 was tiansferred buck to the main 
branch of the Party No. 1. I here was no complaint what¬ 
soever against the Patty No. 2 about his behaviour or wml; 
etc. Wjicn he was working in the Gokulpeth Branch of the 
Parlv No. I Bank, Shri M. k. Silote. the Peon, working in 
the Main Branch of the Paity No. I Bank and who is junior 
to the Party No. 1 and he was appointed as a Duflry at 
Nagpur Alum Branch. At that lime, the Party No. 1 was 
working in the Gokulpeth Branch of the Paity No. 1 Brink. 
The Paity No. 1 was entitled to be posted as Head Peon 
(n the year 1975 in Ihe main branch of the Party No. I 
Bunk. The transfer ot the Party No. 2 irom the Main 
Branch to the Gokulpeth Branch of the Parly No. I was 
effected to humiliate him. The mnmiijcmenf made false 
allegations against the Parly No. 2 about his work and atten¬ 
dance. A letter was issued to the Party No. 2 by the i en 
Iral Office of the Party No. 1 Bank on 6-4-1976. It was 
issued with an ulterior motive and the uction was malafide, 
The special allowance of Ks, 30 was withdrawn by r an order 
dated 27-9-1976, This older dated 27lh September 1976 is 
the subject-mutter of this relcrence. Ihe Party No. 2 nindc 
representations on 8th May 1976 and also on 18 h Inly 
2977. but to no effect, and confirmed ■ the reversion vide 
letter No. DP/IR/9J42/77. dated 17th December 1977. 
Thereafter, the industrial dispute was lodged before the 
Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central), Nagpur vide the 
letter of the Union dated 27th December 1977. Ihc Bank 
management declined to settle the matter amicably and 
the failure report was -ubmitted on 2nd March 1979 The 
Partv No. 2 was issued with the Peon’s Badge No. 1, indi¬ 
cating his seniority nt the time of his appointment, as per 


letter dated 2(Hli December I960. The action on the part 
of the management in reverting the Parly No. 2 is not bona- 
tide and it is in contravention iff the pronouns ol the Sha.stri 
Awards and Uipaitnc Settlements which govern the Service 
Conditions of the workmen. The management of the Party 
No. t Branch had adopted vindictive altitude towards the 
members ol the union and the reversion ot ihc Party No. 2 
is one of such actions on the part of ihc Bank Manage¬ 
ment. 

4. liven subsequently, during the pendency oi the dispute, 
the Bank Management superseded the. seniority of the Party 
No. 2 and posted Shri R. B. Sondhia a> a Head Peon at 
the Main Hraneh ol the Paity No. 1 Bank at Nagpur, This 
action on the part of the Party No. I Hank was piolcsted 
l>y the Union by letter dated J7th December 1981. It is 
prayed by the Party No. 2 that lie be assigned peimanently 
ihe job of Daftry as he has been wmiiglully discontinued 

10 work as Daftary from 28-9-1976 and he also he paid full 
back wages. It be further declared that Inc supersession by 
the Hank Authorities of Ihe senionty of tile Party No. 2 for 
the Post of the Head Peon is wrongful and a direction be 
given to ihe Bank that Ihc Paity No. 2 he posted as the 
Head Peon effective Irom the dale on which he was super¬ 
seded by posting of Shri R, B. Sondhia. 

5. The vv t it ten .statement of the P.uty No. 1 is at l-x-14. 

11 is submitted tntcralia that the eonentions raised in the 
statement oj claim are incorrect. According to the Party 
No. 1. Shri Avvasthi was appointed as a Peon in the Nagpiu 
Branch on 1-1-1961. As per his seniority, he was entrusted 
with the addiltoual duties of Bill C'olleclor, as per letter 
dated 25-2-1974 and as pci letter dated 33 - 9-1975 Shri Awa- 
sihi wa.-, required to peii-nni the duties m the Daftly for 
which lie was entitled to the Special Allowance of Rs. 20 
per month, as Jong as lie was required lo pcrtoim the func¬ 
tions involving Ihe duties ol ihe Daftry. the Branch 
Manager informed the Assistant General Manager lluu Shii 
Awasthy was incompetent and the workload allotted to him 
was kept pending, the Branch Manager also informed that 
the filing work and stitching of vouchers was not done pro¬ 
perly and the same been kepr pending. Dus fact was revealed 
during the audit of the Branch in the month of January 
1976. By letter No. 6-4-1976, Shri Awuslhy was given a 
letter to show improvement m his work and failing which 
the duties ol the Daftry would he c ifhdraun from him. 
Ihi.s memo dated 6-4-1976 had no clfeet on Shri Awasthy 
(Party No. 2) and he .showed no improvement and, therefore, 
a letter dated 30-7-1976 was issued to him to show-cause why 
an allowance of Rs. 20/- which is being paid to him should 
not be withdrawn us he was not performing his duties satis¬ 
factorily, Shri Awasthy submitted his reply to the show- 
cause notice but the same was not found satisfactory. Accord¬ 
ing to Shri Awasthy, he was aftet disturbed with the mis¬ 
cellaneous duties of the neon, in tael, Shri Awasthy is re¬ 
quired to perform his usual duties of Peon while carrying 
out the dunes of Dullry. Shri Awasthy suoniitteJ that he was 
no! keeping good health and he euunot look after the mis¬ 
cellaneous work effectively. By a letiei dated 16-8-1976. Shri 

Awasthy was informed that even according lo him. his health 
'Iocs not permit him to vvotk as Dn.'i.y. By letter dated 
27th September. 1976 Shri Awasthy was inioinicd that the 
duties of Daftiy, which were being petTuinted by him. 
stands withdrawn and consequently he would cease to draw 
the Special Allowance of Rs. 21)!- per month for doing the 
duties of Daftry, Shri Awasthy was I (inner itil'oimed that 
he .shall continue lo work as a Peon only at Nagpur uL 
the Mam Branch ol the Party No. I HranJi. Thus it is 
absolutely wrong contention of the Parly No. 2 that there 
was no complaint so. far as his vvork was concerned. It is 
also the wrong contention that the seniority claim ot the 
Party No. 2 was superseded There is i,o substance whatso¬ 
ever in Ihe contention ot the puny No. 2 Llmi the action 
taken against him is in any way malafide as such. 

0. lb'.' conditions of service of the Patty No. 2 are 
governed by the various Awards and Settlements arrived at 
between the Bank and its workmen. These the service con¬ 
ditions can be found in Bipartite Settlement and the Promo¬ 
tion Agreement arrived at between ilw parties. The action 
of the management is fully consisnuit ith the Rulej and 
the provisions contained in the Bipartite Settlement, The 
letter dated 23-9-1975 given to Shri Awajiby clearly states 
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that fc» would be requited to do the duty bs would bo 
assigned lo him Iron) time to lime by the Branch Managi-i 
and as long as lie was required to perform the functions 
mentioned in the letter, he would be getunjj special Allow 
auee of Rs. 20/- per month. The management has acted in 
the normal course of business, as per the rules and the pro¬ 
visions, which governed the Service Conditions. 1 he Party 
No. 2 was for all (be time a Peon and even to-day he is the 
Peon. Mere withdrawal ol the performance of the additional 
duties attracting the special allowance cannot he construed 
as a reversion nor it can he construed as punishment imposed 
on an employee and. therclore. there was no necessity Ol 
any departmental enquiiy. Orth after signing the Thiid Biptu- 
tite settlement dated 31-10-1979, the withdiawul ol the 
special allowance was incorporated in the list of punish¬ 
ments. The withdrawal of the special allowance is no rever¬ 
sion in the light of the service conditions ol the Parly No. 2. 
The action on the part of the Bank Management is perfectly 
legal and justified. There is no substance in the contention 
raised by the parly No, 2 and the reference be answered 
in the negative. 

6 . Tlie following issue arises for my consideration and 
my finding thereon is as under : — 

(II Whether the action of the management of Union 
Rank of India. Gundhibagh Branch, Nagpur in vvilli- 
dt awing the duties of daftry from Shri S.K. Awlis- 
thy from 27-9-1976 and reverting him to the post ol 
a peon is justified ? If not, lo what relief the con¬ 
cerned workman is entitled ? 

My finding is in the affirmative. 

REASONS 


7. So fat as the oral evidence is concerned, the Party No. 
2-Sheoprasad Kashiprasad Awasthy examined himself al Ex- 
15 and two witnesses-Laxman Hai l Vaidya Head Clerk work¬ 
ing in the Union Bank of India, Nagpur at E\-28 and Sliri 
Guianan Gtwind Bhulad, Head Cashier in the Union Bank 
of India. Nagpur at IA-.U. On behalf of the Party No. I 
Bank the then Brunch Manager of the Main Branch Shri Kunj- 
vihari Natwndal Mehata entered the witness box and sub¬ 
mitted himself for cross-examination at the instance of the 
aggrieved employee-Shri Awasthy. who made serious aliena¬ 
tions against Shri Mehta in the representations made to the 
higher authority, til the evidence, however, Shri Awasthy. 
the Party No. 2 kept main over all those allegations. Further, 
not a single question was put lo Shi i Mehata during his cross 
examination that he was in any wav prejudiced against the 
Party No. 2 and that he was bent upon to harass the Party 
No. 2 acting in collusion with other Peon Shri Siloti. It E 
pertinent to note that Shri Mehata had informed the Head 
Office vide E\-34 on 26-3-1976 that the party No. 2 is in 
competent and keeps his work pending. That report was based 
on the audit note made by the Auditors on 2-7-1976 after 
inspection of the records.A memorajnm was issued to the 
Party No. 2 on 5 6-1976 vide lbx- 24 that lie should improve 
working else the work of Duftiv will b- withdrawn from 
him. A lengthy representation wits sent by the Party No.2 
on N-5-1976 In this representation Shri Awasthy staled that 
he cannot complete the work as he is often disturbed by the 
clerks, who asked him to do this and that work. He also 
alleged that lie was harassed, ill-treated due to his union nclt- 
v’iliec. In the end he sought his transfer to other Branch 
of the Bank at Naepur. A shovv-qause-nolicc v.as issued to 
the Party No. 2 as lo why the 'allowance of Rs 20. which 
is paid to him for perlotminp tile duties o fthe Daflry 
should noi he withdrawn, since he was not performing the 
duties of the Daftly satisfactorily. This show-cause-not'ce 
is dated 30-7-1‘>7h at Ex-25. The reply to the show-canse- 
notiee was given bv the Party No. 2 at Fx-26dnted 5-S-I976 
In this reply at l-v-26 the Party No 2 has admitted the 
pendency of the work and irregularities and for that he 
tried to shift the tcsponsihilily on other staff members in¬ 
cluding I he snnerioi officers. This was suitably replied lo. 
Ivy the Rank kale. Fx-27 dated 16-8-76 and then bv an order 
dared 27-9-1976 at Ex-' , 2 the Bank withdrew the snecial 
allowance and also the duties of Ov Daftry from the Parts 
No 7 

S ; Thus, one thing is certain tiial all the allegations against 
Shri Mehata have no substance in it. The contention of the 


Patty No. 2 that action against him was malafidc and that 
it was in the colourable exercise of the employer’s right 
curries no weight whatsoever, 

y. rhe Party No. 2 admitted in his cross-examination 
that he took charge on 1-1-1961 and that in the service 
record, his date ot appointment is mentioned as 1-1-1961. 
He has staled that he worked from 1-1-1961 in the Bank 
and got his salary from 1-1-1961 onwards only. That means, 
it is the false contention of the Party No. 2 that he was 
appointed in the month ol December I960. He cannot be 
senior to other Peon Shri Siloie who also admittedly joined 
ihc duties on 1-1-1961. 

It). The Witness No. 2 for the employee is Shn Laxrnan 
Hari Vaidya. He is working as Head Clerk in the same Bank 
from 1-1-1961. The evidence of Shri Vaidya is not of any help 
lo the Party No. 2, who has attempted to celtify the work¬ 
ing of (he Party No. 2 as satisfactory. According to him, 
the Party No. 2 ought to have promoted as per promotion 
policy of the Bank. He admits that Ex-30 is the Promotion 
Agreement of October 197? and ihat ihcrc was no provision 
in' the Bipartite Agreement about lhe withdrawal of the 
allowance. 

11. The third witness is Shri G ajar, an Govindruo Bhutad, 
the Head Cashier, who joined the Bank in the month ol 
November 1972 as a Clerk. He is the General Secretary of 
the Union and the previous witness 5 hri Vaidya is the Vice 
President. Shri Bhulad has also attempted to show that Shri 
Awasthy kept no work in pending and that, therefore, he could 
have been continued as Daftry with the special Allowance 
Apart from the fact that both these witnesses arc highlv 
interested, being the office bearers of the union, their evi¬ 
dence cannot be relied upon, when the employee himself has 
admitted that the work entrusted to him had fallen in arrears 
but he further adds that the arrears of his work arc due 
to the activities of other staff members, including that of 
Shri Mehata. 

12. The evidence of Shri Mehata is at Ex-32 and accord¬ 
ing to him after the audit note, he addressed the letter to 
ihe head office at Bombay regarding the performance of the 
Party No. 2. That letter is at E.x-34 signed by him. Not onlv 
lhat Ihe Parly No. 2 was often told orally several times to 
improve his working but to no effect. The Pnuty No. 2 was 
on leave for a peiiod of one year intermittently on the 
health ground. 

13. The learned counsel for the Party No. 2 submitted 
before me that the withdrawal of the special allowance 

'amounts to punishment and that it was not legal on the 
part of the Party No. 1 to impose such punishment, without 
regular departmental enquiry. The learned counsel for the 
Bank, however, submitted that such withdrawal of the allow¬ 
ance does not amount to punishment as such there was no 
need of any enquiry as such. Admittedly, the service condi¬ 
tions of the Partv No. 2 are governed by the Bipartite Agree¬ 
ment nnd the Sliastry Awards. The Counsel for the Partv 
No. 2 did not bring to my notice any provision in the Bipar¬ 
tite Agreement or on the Shastry Awards or in promotion 
agreement to the effect lhat the withdrawal of such 
special allowance amounted to punishment as such. The 
ininiien.d order, of the Bank was passed on 27-9-1976 and 
(ill lhat date such withdrawal of the special allowance never 
amounted to any punishment as such. It, however, appears 
that in the subsequent Bipartite Agreement effected in the 
year 1979. such withdrawal of the allowance was to be 
treated as a punishment. We are here concerned with the 
xervi.-e conditions of the Pnrlv No. 7 at. Ihe time when 
'he impugned order was passed by the Bank* ft may further 
he noted here that by an order dated 25th February 1974 
vide Fx-lS. the Party No. 2 was informed that besides his 
normal duties of Peon, he wns lo perform The duties men¬ 
tioned in the said order and as long he was required to per¬ 
form those functions, he would be entitled to the special 
allowance of Rs. 2(1/- ncr month Admittedly, the Partv 
No 2 had failed to perform his duties ns a Daftry des¬ 
pite oral advises and lrtlcr to improve his work. A sbow- 
canse-nolice \va s also given and thereafter considering the 
explanation given by the Party No 2. the order was passed 
withdrawing the special allowance and also withdrawing the 
duties of Daftry, whichwere performed by the Party No. 2 
In the circumstances, it cannot be said that there whs any 
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S.O. 365.—In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
herein publishes the following award of the Central Govern¬ 
ment Industrial Tribunal Tahulpur. in the industrial dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
Central Rank of India and their workmen which was received 
by the Central Government on the 5th January, 1984, 


need lor any departmental enquiry in withdrawing the du¬ 
ties ft the Daftary from the Parly No, 2 and consequently 
the w ihdrawrd of R«,. 20/- special allowance. 

14. the learned Counsel for Ihe Party No. 2 also inuied 
my a. ctitiiui to ''ectiori 9-,\, 22 and 33 of the Industrial Di-- 
pttlcs Act. 1947. So fur as Sections 22, and 33 arc concerned, 
it is quite apparent that those sections are not at all appli¬ 
cable to ihc facts in the present reference. Section 9-\ o] il..- 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, deals with the changes and the 
employer is not e'peeted to effect any change without a 
proper notice. The changes contemplated under Section 9-A 
are specified in the IVrh Schedule, It is true that Item No. 

I in the lYTh Schedule deals with 'wages' and Item No 3 
deals with compensators and other allowance. If we caiefulb 
read Section 9-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. it will 
be clear that if the change is effected in pursuance of any 
settlement, award or decision of the Applell.ite Tribunal 
constituted under the Industrial Disputes (.Appellate Tribunal) 
Act, 1950. etc., then no notice is necessary to effect any 
such change even if that comes within the purview of the 
matter in the Fourth Schedule. The Service Conditions of 
the Party No. 2 me governed by Hipartite Agreement and 
the Shastry Awards. The Bank Management took action 
against the Party No. 2 in the light of the provisions in the 
Bipartite Agreement and the Shasliy Awards and- therefore 
it was not necessary to issue any notice of change to the 
Party No. 2. Assuming for the sake of argument that Sec¬ 
tion 9-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is attracted, it 
will be seen from the record that as early as on 6-4-1976, 
the Party No. 2 was informed that he is keeping the work 
pending and that he should show improvement, else the du¬ 
ties of the Daftary, which were entrusted to him will be 
withdrawn, "lheicafter. again a show-cause notice was given 
to the Party No. 2 and then finally the impugned order 
dated 27-9-1976 was passed. In the circumstances, it cannot 
he said (hat the Party No, 1 had effected a change without 
any notice as such. 

15. In the light of my aforesaid discussion, it cannot be 
said that the order passed by the Party No. 1 on 27-9-1976 
is in any way illegal ov unjustified us such. 

16 . The learned Counsel for the Party No. 2 also tried 
to argue that the Party No. 2 ought to have been appointed 
as a Head Peon as he was senior most and that the Bank 
Management did not consider his claim and appointed a 
junior viz.. Sandhis as the Head Peon. We are not con¬ 
cerned with this controversy in this reference and the only 
issue before me is about the legality or otherwise of the 
order passed by the Bank tin 27-9-1976. Tt may he mentioned 
here that the Paity No. 2 was not senior as such to Shri 
Silotc as both of them had joined the duties on 1-1-1961. 
I would further like to observe that the contention of the 
Party No. 2 that the impugned order is the result of victi¬ 
misation as such, carries no weight whatsoever. That is very 
apparent hccausc not a single question to that effect was 
put to the Branch Manager Shri Mehata during the cross- 
examination. In the result 1 am inclined to answer the refe¬ 
rence in the negative and hence T pass the following 
award :— 

AWARD 

(1) The reference is answered in the affirmative. 

(2) The action of the management of the Union Bank of 
India, Gundhibagh Branch, Nagpur in withdrawing the duties 
of Daftary 1’iom Shri S. K. Awasthy from 27-9-1976 and 
reverting him to the post of a peon is justified. Therefore, the 
Party No.2 is not entitled to any relief. 

(3) There shall be no order as to costs. 

(4) Submit the .Award to the Under Secretary to the 
Government of Tndin, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, with 
reference to his letter No. L-12012/54/79-D. 11. A, dated 
14lh February 1980. 

Nagpur. 

23-12-83. 

G.H. KADAM, Presiding Officer. 

[No. L-12012/54/79-D.11(A)] 


BEFORE JUSTICE SHRI K. K. DUBE (RETD ) PRESID¬ 
ING OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 

TRTRLNAI-C’UM-LABOUR COURT, JADATPUR 

Case No. CG1T/LC( R ) (42) of 1981 

Employers in relation to the Management of Central 
Bank of India, Jabalpur (M.P.) 

and their workman 

PRESENT : 

HwE< 

Shri Is., P. Munshi Advocate—for the Management Bank. 

Shri I.. N. Malhotra Advocate—for the Union. 

INDUSTRY" : Hanking STATE : M.P, 

DISTRICT : Jabalpur 

Date of decision : 30-12-1983 

AWARD 

The Central Government in exercise of its powers order 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 vide its 
notification No. L-12012( 127) /80-D.IKA ) dated 6th Novem¬ 
ber, 1981 has referred the dispute between the employer in 
relation to the management of Central Bank of India Jabal- 
pu, (M P.) and their workman regarding promotion of Shri 
An .top Singh Yadav, a clerk in the Bank. The point of 
dispute referred in the following terms :— 

“Whether Ihc action of the management of Central 
Bank of India, Jabalpur in relation to their Jabal¬ 
pur City Branch in denying promotion to Shri Anoop 
Singh S'adav, Clerk after he had given his consent 
on 29-8-77 is justified ? If not. lo what relief is 
the workman concerned entitled T' 

The facts in this case ate not in dispute. Shri A. S. 
Yadav was an employee in the Central Bank of India and he 
appeared in a test examination which was necessary lor 
selection to the post of an Officer in the Hank. On 17-8-1977 
he was informed by the Divisional Manager that he has 
been successful in the examination. He was also asked to 
give his option whethe 1 he wanted lo he posted ns a Sub 
Accountant or .Special Assistant. Yadav wrote back on 
29-8-1977 informing the Bank that he would be willing to 
accept posting as a Sub-Accountant. However, thereafter, 
he was not promoted and some persons junior to him were 
promoted. He, therefore, made representation to the Bank. 

It is not disputed that the promotions in the Bank are 
governed by Bipartite settlement of 19th October, 1966. 
J’aragraph 20 of the Agreement dated 20th December, 1975, 
regarding promotion policy for clerical stuff and subordi¬ 
nate staff read as under :■— 

‘‘(i) An employee who is punished for gross misconduct 
in terms of the Bipartite settlement shall be debar¬ 
red for a period of 3 years from the date the punish¬ 
ment order is served on him. 

(ii l An employee who is suspended from service shall 
he debarred during the period of suspension. 

(iii) An employee who is charge-sheeted on the grounds 
of gross misconduct, but is not placed under sus¬ 
pension, shall be eligible for inclusion of his name 
in the Seniority List, as per rules under this Agree¬ 
ment, Even though his name is included in the 
Seniority List and he is allowed to sit in the pro¬ 
motion test, he shall not he promoted till the 
Departmental Inquiry against hint is over and find¬ 
ings are delivered. In the event of his having 
been exonerated cif all the charges of gross mis¬ 
conduct, he shall be deemed to have been promoted 
to the Officer Cadre or posted as a permanent 
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Assistant Head Cashicr/Head Cashier ‘C’ or ‘E’ 
as the case may be or to a Dost attracting Special 
Allowance from the date any employee Junior to 
him in his category in the concerned Seniority list 
has been promoted/posted prov ded tie is o herwije 
found fit for promotion or posting under this Agree¬ 
ment. Such promotion/posting shall be given with 
retrospe tive effect i c. from the date his immediate 
junior w r as promoted /posted and he shall be paid 
appropriate arrears of wages if payable. 

(iv) An employee who is charge-sheeted for gross mis¬ 
conduct and aga'nst whom a departmental Inquiry 
is pend'ng or is facing prosecution m Court of Lnw. 
shall not be allowed any officiating change. 

(v) No employee will be denied promotion on the basis 
of adverse remark in confidential report of the 
Management except in cases of gross m’seonduct 
as referred to hereinabove.” 

It appears that one Murli Dhar Tewari Had male s com¬ 
plaint that from his ac ount, a sum of Rs. 800 on 12-12-1975 
and another stun of Rs. 900 on 18-12-1977 were illegally 
shown to have been withdrawn. The Bank naturally mrde 
inquiry and it transpired that Mr, Yadov was the Teller on 
the relevant dates when the two paymints in the said account 
were debited. Despite a rule in the Bank that payment 
should not be made without presentation of the passbook 
in a saving hank account, the aforesaid payments had been 
made. The management handed over the matter to the 
police and made an independent inquiry about Mr. Yadav 
The management found that in their opinion Sbri Yadov 
had misconducted himself on 24 counts and by memorandum 
dated 16-8-1977 in which these charges were specified, asked 
for his explanation.Yadav had appeared m the examination 
for selection to the post of an officer in the bank. There¬ 
after Shri A. C. Shastri. Divisional Manager, Raipur by a 
letter dated 17-8-1977 had asked Mr. Yadav for his choice 
for posting as a Sub Accountant or a Special Accountant. 
Though Yadav replied on 3-9-1977 indicating his choice as 
already stated above. The Bank promoted many other 
juniors over him and by * letter dated 22-9-1977. informed 
Yadav that he had not been promoted because all the charges 
against him as conveyed by the memorandum dated 16-8-1977, 
had been prima-facic established. It was stated that unless 
he was exonerated of the charges he would not be considered 
for promotion. 

On 22nd October, 1977 Mr. Yadav submitted hi* expla¬ 
nation on the 24 charges against him. In the opinion of the 
bank the charges in the main were established and had been 
admitted by 3 adav. The Union now interposed on Shri P. N 
Sharma, representative of the Union approached the man¬ 
agement of their Regional Olfi e of the Bank at Bhopal. It 
seems that management though lit to issue another charge 
sheet in supcisesson of the charge sheet dated 4-8 1977. 
They, there! ore, vide memo dated 17-8-1979 called for the. 
explanation of the charges contained therein. Mr. Yadav 
unconditionally admitted the charges and now accepted 
the punishment proposed by the management. It would 
be relevant to quote the following paragraphs from the 
memorandum served on Yadav as they sesra to have a bearing 
in the .matter :— 

"Hmt the aforesaid acts of commission and or omission 
on the part of Shri A.S, Yadav proves his negli¬ 
gence in performing duties which constitute 'm nor 
mis onduct’ under clause 19.7 (c) of the afore¬ 
said Bipartite Settlement and had not acted as 
per the rules and practice of the Bank in passing 
the aforesaid withdrawals and making the payment 
thereon. 


The aforesaid acts of omission on the part of Shri / 
S. Yadav 4rc prima-facie cases of his negpgcnc 
m the performance of his duties on the basis r 
available records of the bank and he has ah 
made a tentative admission of the aforesaid fact 

r^ ea,I1St JJ h ’ m VicIe his repl k date 
22-10-1977 addressed to Divisional Manage 
Central Bank of India, Jabalpur. 
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Shri A. S. Yadav is, therefore, liable for the aforesaid 
misconduct and it is proposed by the Management to award 
him the punishment of ‘Warning’ under clause 19.8 (a) 
of the above Bipartite Settlement of October, 1966 read 
with Clause 19.12 (e) of the above settlement without 
holding an enquiry against him into the aforesaid charges. 


Shri A.S. Yadav is hereby advised to submit his replvlex- 
planation within 7 days of the receipt of th s show cause 
notice as to why the disciplinary action should not be 
taken against him in respect of the aforesaid charges and 
also why the Bbovc proposed punishment should not he 
inflicted and confirmed upon him by the Management. In 
ease he fails to submit his reply within the aforesaid time, 
it will be presumed that he admits the charges and doe* 
not want to offer any reply/explanat ion to the aforesaid 
show cause notice and in that case the aforesaid proposed 
nun’shment will be deemed as confirmed and inflicted upon 
him after the expiry of the aforesaid period." 


In reply to this Mr. Yadav by his letter dated 21-11 1979, 
stated that be accepted the punishment of warning fox 
miner misconduct, admitted by him in terms of clause 19,8 
(A) of Bipartite settlement dated the 19 October, 1967 as 
proposed by the management. Management contend* that 
Mr. Yadav could not be promoted as he had been found guilty 
of gross misconduct & he was unsuitable. It Is only an em¬ 
ployee who is exonerated of all charge# that he becomes 
entitled to back date promotion and back wages. Charges 
against him in the opinion of the Bank were substantially 
serious us constituted gross misconduct as defined in th# 
Bipartite settlement of 19th October, 1966, 


Two preliminary objections as to the tenability of tho 
reference were raised. First, it was contended that th# 
question of promotion of Anup Singh Yadav would not 
fall within the meaning of an industrial dispute a* d«- 
fined in section 2(k) of the Act and as used in Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act inasmuch a* the alleged 
dispute is not concernd at all, either with Yadav’* employ¬ 
ment qua a workman, or with his unemployment qua a 
workman or with the terms and or conditions of hi* em¬ 
ployment qua a workman. It is difficult to see how th# dis¬ 
pute raised in the present case is not ■ onnected with the 
employment of Yadav. The future promotion# or as much 
terms of employment as the continuance of employment 
and it - ould not be said that withholding of the promot on 
would not be industrial dispute within the meaning of 
section 2(k). This objection has no substance and 1* 
accordingly rejected. Scondly. it is contended that the 
promoted post being that of an officer for which Yadav 
was raising the industrial dispute, he would no V nper re¬ 
main a workman once he assumes the character of an 
officer and therefore, it is not a dispute for which the 
provisions of Industrial Disputes Act would be attia ted. 
This has hardly any substance. In the present case there 
is a dispute regarding the promotion of the workman, 
whether it be to the post of an officer or otherwise. In 
terms of service conditions he was entitled to be consi¬ 
dered for promotion and that not having been done, an 
industrial dispute would exist on this count. 


The Bank by its Memo of charge# dated 4-8-1979 imputed 
six charges against A.S. Yadav, Expressly stating that he 
had committed gross misconduct under clause 19.5(j) of 
the Bipartite Settlement of 19th October. 1966, that hi* 
conduct was prejudicial to the interest of the Bank wh ch 
again constituted gross misconduct, that he had been grossly 
negligent in performance of his duties and that he had 
not acted as per the rules and practice of the Bank Id 
several matters. The charge of being grossly negligent in 

performance of his duties were made out on the basis of 

the available record of the Bank. He admitted the aforesaid 

fa ts V!de his reply dated 22nd October, 1977 addressed to 

Divisional Manager, Central Bank of India Jabalpur The 

M hBt he WSS thcrtfore - liable for gross mi#- 
conduct. The Management proposed the punishment of wam- 

W C i r oc< llSe { 9 <5 / b) ? f ,ho Bipartite Settlement of Octo- 

mem 1 wl/h 66 t m Wlth daUS ' 19 ' 12 <» ^ the above Scttlt- 
" ithout b? Idln « an enquiry against him, into the afore¬ 
said charges. The memo concluded by asking Yadav to sub¬ 
mit h,s reply/explanation within 7 day. of the recent of th. 
show cause notice as to why disciplinary action should K 
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be taken against him and why the proposed punishxneat 
should not be inflicted. 

As already stated that after this the Union interposed and 
the Bank now viewed the matter in a different w^y. By 
another letter dated 17th August, 1979 the Bank wrote that 
in supersession of the Memo, dated 4th August, 1979, they 
asked Yadav to submit hi* reply to the charges annexed m 
a Memo of charges. The memo, of charges dated 17th August, 
1979 are therefore become the subsisting charges against the 
delinquent officer. Now this charge-sheet expressly stated that 
Yadav was charged for committing minor misconduct under 
clause 19.7(c) Qf the Bipartite Settlement of 19th October, 
1966. The six charges were exactly repeated in the same way 
as in the earlier charge sheet. However, Yadav was now told 
that the same six charges constituted minor misconduct 
under clause 19.7(c) of the aforesaid Bipartite Settlement. 
It was then stated hat the acts and omissions prima facie 
constituted negligence in the performance of his duties on 
the basis of the available record of the Bank and that he 
had made a tentative admission of the aforesaid fact* re¬ 
ported against him. Reference was made to the same reply 
dated 22nd October. 1977 addressed to Divisional Manager, 
Central Bank of India. Jabalpur. The Memo then goes on to 
state that Yadav was liable for the above misconduct aid 
it was proposed that he be imposed punishment of warning 
under clause 9.8(a)" of the Bipartite Settlement, read with 
clause 19.12(c) of the same Settlement without holding an 
enquiry against him. He was then given 7 days time to 
reply. It is in response to the second memo, of charges 
superceding the first that Yadav wrote back that he accepted 
the punishment of warning for the minor misconduct in 
terms of clause 19.8(a) of the Bipartite Settlement of 19th 
October, 1966 as proposed by the Management. The Manage¬ 
ment now contends that the charges are the same and 
factually the delinquent officer has admitted the same. The 
stamping of the charges as minor misconduct will not avail 
the delinquent officer any benefit if in fact they amounted to 
gross misconduct in terms of the Bipartite Settlement. This 
in short is their case. 


conduct, a memo, dated 17th August, 1979 he bad been 
exonerated of the gross misconduct and was only charged 
with minor misconduct. Now it is on this relevant dated 
i.e. 17th August, 1979 when the Management exonerated him 
of the gross misconduct that the question of promotion had 
to be considered. Under paragraph 20.3 once he is exonerated 
of gross misconduct, the delinquent officer shall be deemed 
to have been promoted to the officer-cadre or posed as a 
permanent Assistant Head Cashier as the case may be from 
the date any employee junioi to him in this category in the 
concerned seniority list has been promoted provided he is 
otherwise found fit for promotion or posting under the agree¬ 
ment. Therefore, on this date i.e. 17th August, 1979 the 
Management could consider whether the delinquent officer 
was otherwise fit to be promoted. Now fitness was not 
merely in terms of passing the examinations. Promotion to 
the cadre of an officer certainly demands many other consi¬ 
derations like suitability, character of the employee, satisfac¬ 
tion of the Management about the integrity and honesty. 
The management certainly could not treat the establishment 
of the minor misconduct as the establishment of charges of 
gross misconduct. The Management certainly could not 
consider any other things or any other charges for which 
the delinquent officer had been exonerated but they could 
consider his suitability vis-a-vis the establishment of th* 
minor misconduct, and if in their opinion, the minor mis¬ 
conduct was such as would militate against the suitability 
of such an officer, the Management would be justified in 
not promoting him. And this, the Management seems to 
have dose. Therefore, the Management seems to be fully 
justified in terms of para 20.3 in not promoting the delin¬ 
quent officer being found unsuitable to an officer's post. The 
case i* of 1979. By now 3 years have elapsed and if the con¬ 
cerned officer has not already been promoted. 1 am sure, 
the Management would now reconsider the question of his 
promotion in the light of bis performance made during rbi« 
nertod. 


ORDER 


There may be substance what they say but Yadav ctnnot 
then be held pin down to his acceptance of the guilt as hav¬ 
ing committed major misconduct in terms of his reply dated 
21st November, 1979. Moreover, somebody would have to 
apply his mind before serving a charge sheet whether the mis¬ 
conduct amounted to a gross misconduct or was a minor 
misconduct. This is important in terms of the Bipartite Settle¬ 
ment, the relevant part of which has already been quoted 
above. The relevant clause of the Bipartite Agreement may 
now be examined to see how far it is attracted in the present 
case. In terms of clause 20.1, if an employee is punished 
for gross misconduct in terms of Bipartite Settlement, hi 
will be debarred for a period of 3 years from the date of 
punishment order served on him. The question is whether 
Yadav has been punished for gross misconduct. The admis¬ 
sion of the delinquent officer was for minor misconduct and 
therefore, in terms of his admission he could only be punish¬ 
ed for minor misconduct. The contention that the charge* 
in substance were gross misconduct and therefore hi* ad¬ 
mission to be punished for warning would be an admission 
of gross misconduct cannot be accepted. When the memo, 
in substance and in fact stated that he has committed minor 
misconduct that the minor misconduct seems establiihed 
from his admission, it was no longer open for the Manage¬ 
ment to say that the misconduct was major and that it wa* 
gross misconduct. Therefore clause 20.1 would not be attract¬ 
ed. Similarly, clause 20.2 will not be attracted. We then 
come to clause 20.3. Now applying this, Yadav had been 
first charge-sheeted for gross misconduct. He was not placed 
under suspension. He was permitted to appear in the promo¬ 
tion examination. His name was included in the seniority 
list, but he had not been promoted as the departmental en¬ 
quiry against him was pending and findings on the charges 
fiad not been given. In the meantime, the Management hod 
re-thought about the matter and seems to have exonerated 
-jFl * or Sxoss misconduct. It would be seen that for clauses 
a j 20.3, a finding that he had committed a gross 
misconduct and that he was charge-sheeted for a gross mis- 
conduct both would be important and material. Therefore, 
wheta to begin with, he was charge-sheeted for gross mil- 


1, therefore, render thii award as under ; 

That it was open to the Management to consider in terms 
of paragraph 20.3 of the Bipartite Settlement to examine 
whether or not Yadav was suitable enough to be promoted 
to the post of an officer in the Bank through such a consi¬ 
deration could not he denied to him on the ground that he 
had committed gross misconduct, as the Management even¬ 
tually found that he had committed minor misconducts. There¬ 
fore, though the reasoning given by them in their statement 
nisy not be correct, they had an unreserved right to consi¬ 
der the suitability of the workman for promotion in term* 
of paragraph 20.3 of the stitlement. They were, however, 
required to objectively determine this after informing the 
workman concerned. The disqualification even according to 
them enured only for three years in terms of paragraph 20.1 
of the Settlement. The three years having elapsed, they are 
bound to reconsider the case of Yadav if he has not already 
been promoted. 

There shall be no order as to costs. 

K. K. DUBE, Presiding Officer. 

' [No. L-12Q12/127/8G-D.1I(A)] 
N. K, VERMA, Desk Officer 

New Delhi, the 19th January, 1984 

S.O, 366.—-In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the following award of the Central Govern¬ 
ment Industrial Tribunal No. 3, Dhanbad, in, respect of a 
complaint under section 31A of the said Act, filed by Serva- 
Shri Lodai Harijan, underground Loader and Somer Dusad, 
Trammer of New Kenda Colliery, against the maangement 
of New Kenda Colliery of Eastern Coalfields Limited P.O. 
Tops;. District Burdwan and their workmen, which was re¬ 
ceived by the Central Government on the 11th January, 1984. 
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BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. VNDUSTRIAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT NOT. DHANBAD 

Complaint Case No, 6/82 

PRESENT : 

Shri J. N fi'ngh, Presiding Officer 
PARTIES ; 

Lod.ii Ilarijan, Underground Loader and Somar Dussd, 
Trammer of New Kenda Colliery of E.C.L., P.O. 
Topsi, Burdwan. 

.. .Complainant* 
V*. 

The Agent, New Kenda Colliery, Eaitern Coalfields Ltd., 

P.O. Topsi, District Burdwan . . .Opp. Party. 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Complaint*—Sri S, Yer Mohammad, Qrg. Secy. 

C.M.S. 

For the Opp. Party—Sri N. Dat, Advocate, 

INDUSTRY ; Coal STATE : We*t Bengal 

Dated, the 6th January, 1984 
AWARD 

Ibis is a Complaint Petition U/a, 33-A of the lnduitrial 
Dispute* Act, 14 of 1947, filed by Lodei Harijan and Somar 
Dmad, underground loader and trammar re*ptctively. 

2. Their ca»e ia that their »t,rvicea had been terminated 
on and from 1-9-82 and 6 11-82 reipcctively on the ground 
of iuperamnuation alleging that they bad attained the age, 
of auperannuation, It it lubmitted that the management in 
Form B register recorded increased aga of the*e workmen 
with a purpose* to retrench them earlier. It i* also stated 
that a Reference Case No. 41/82 ia penifaig before thi* very 
Tribunal for the same iaaue and hence the action of the 
management in superannuating them during th# pendr.t.r 
of the said Reference is illegal and unjustified. 

3. The defence of the management 1* that the present 
complaint is not maintainable aa the complainant* have r.o 
concern in the dispute which is subject matter of Reference 
Casa No. 41/82. Tt i* stated that the** complainant* readied 
their respective age of superannuation an^ as such they have 
been superannuated from th# date mentioned by the appli¬ 
cants. It is submitted that there has been no violation of any 
of the provision* of Section 33 of the Industrial Diaputet 
Act. 

4. The poult for consideration is as to whether the action 
taken by the management is illegal. 

3. The first question to be considered it *3 to whether th* 
concerned workman is in any way connected with the dis¬ 
pute of Refererv-r Case No. 41,'82. The said Reference case 
is in r-i'peci of the action of the management in superannuat¬ 
ing one Ardhya Ker; with effect from 3-10-fi. Thu* the 
said cane in for superannuation only and that also of an 
individtml vorkmin The ecu"r./re-d workman in the circum¬ 
stance’. therefore, cannot be said to be connected with the 
said d'smiie. Further the provisions of Section 33 of the 
Indnsi’- al Disputes Act do not apply in caars of superannua¬ 
tion. According to th; management the concerned workmen 
were superannuated on attaining the age of 6ft years. Tf the 
Concerned workmen had any grievance against such superan¬ 
nuation the proper course for them was to ra'se an industrial 
dispute and get a Reference mad© under Section 10 of the 

I.D. Act, The concerned workman can on no account ha 
said to be connected with the dispute in F.efertnce Cass 
No. 41/82. 

6 . Untier the circumstances it : s heM that tha present com¬ 
plaint petition is hot maintainable and hence : t is diamicsed- 

J. N. SINGH, Presiding Officer. 

fNo. 1,-2002511 j84-D.UK At] 


19S4/RTT IS, 190 5 349 


management of Badjua Colliery of Messrs Eastern Coal¬ 
fields Limited, Post Office Nirshachatti, District Dhanbad and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central Govern¬ 
ment on the 11th January, 1984. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBU- 
NAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO. 3, DHANBAD 

Reference No. 30/8 i 

PRESENT : 

Shri 1. N. Singh, Presiding Officar, 

PARTIES : 

Employers in relation to the management of Badina 
Colliery of M/s. Eastern Coalfield* Ltd., P.O. Nir- 
snehatti, Diat. Dhanbad. 

AND 

Their workman 

APPEARANCES : 

For the Employers—Shri R.S. Murthy, Advocate. 

For the Workman—Shri S. Bos#, Secretary, R.C.M.S. 

INDUSTRY :—CeaL 

STATE Bihar 
Dated, th* 3th January, 1984. 

AWARD 

I he Government of India in the Ministry of Labour in exer¬ 
cise of the powers conferred on them U/S 10(1)(d) of the 
Industrial Dispute* Act, 14 of 1947 has referred the dispute 
to thi* Tribunal for adjudication, under Order No. L-20012 
(64)/l-D. IE. A. dated th# 20th Jun*, 1881. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Badjna Col¬ 
liery of M/a. Eastern Coalfields Ltd., P.O. Nnr- 
shchatti, Dist. Dhanbad In not placing Shri Chand- 
radco Miihra in Clerical Grade-I a* Loading 
Sup*rvi«or or Incharge with effect from the let 
May, 1973 i* justified ? If not, to what relief ia 
the laid workman entitled 7” 


2. The case of the workman la that he joined service m 
Pure Siunhpur Colliery Railway Siding since 1967. When 
the said colliery was under private ownership it was taken 
over by the Central Govt, along with other nonrcoklng coal 
mines with effect from 31-1-1973 and thereafter It was 
nationalised. 


3. It is then alleged that the private owner did not Iipple- 
ment the Coal Wage Board recommendation but immediately 
after take over the new management prepared fresh pay 
slips in respect of taken over employees and in that process 
fixed the basic salary of the concerned workman at 203/“ 
in Clerical Grade II. It is submitted that the concerned work¬ 
man was entitled to be fixed in Clerical Grade I at Rs. 280/* 
basic, bur it was not done- The Pure Singhpur colliery was 
subsequently merged with Badjna Colliery. The concerned 
workmen alleges to hav* made representation against fixation 
of bis pay by petition dated 9-4-73 which is said to have 
been duly endorsed by Shri A. S. Dugal, Manager Badjna Col¬ 
and it is stated that thereafter the ply to the concerned 
Workman was revised and he wa* pliced in Clerical Grade 11 
but that was also not proper. It ia further atated that when 
no favourable order wax passed the concerned workman 
raiard a dispute before the A.L.C. in the year 1979 and 
after failure of the conciliation proceeding the present Refe¬ 
rence was made. It is submitted by him that he la working 
as loading Supervisor since before nationalisation and hence 
be should be put in Clerical Grade I with effect from 1-3-73 
(the date of nationalisation) with all consequential relief. 


S O, 367,—In pursuance of se'Hon 17 of the Industrial 4, The defence of the management is that the concerned 

Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). The Central Government workman was employed in Singhpur Colliery prior to its 

hereby publishes the following award of th* Central take over and he became an employee of th* present manase- 

Oovernment Industrial Tribunal No. 3. Dhanbad in th# in- ment after take oV*r and nationalisation. He waa placed after 

dustrial dispute between the employers in relation to the nationaliaation in the post of MUhSbi in tha pay scale of 
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Cleric*! Grade UI considering hi* educational qualification and 
axier (umeunie lie wa# piacea in clerical crude rl a# Load¬ 
ing cier*.. li is suPmiued mat iincc imgnpur colliery wg# 
a very small colliery it wa* merged wuu hadjna colliery 
inter nationalisation and m the re-grouped Badjna colliery 
me managemeni tuid a Loading supervisor besides 2 crane 
i Loading clerks working under tfieru and so there was 
uusuiuLciy no Scope tor employment ol any one else in Clcri- 
-tti cr^ae l or as Loaning supervisor, it is, nowever, sub- 
miuea mat during conciliation prccccding it transpued that 
me concerned workman had manipulated and got a certificate 
fabricated with' back date purported to have been issued 
oy one i>hri A.S. Dugal who was originally the Asstt. Mana¬ 
ger ol hmghpur Colliery. But Siui Dugal had no authority 
to issue any such certificate and the said certificate can be 
no basis in support of the claim, of the concerned workman. 

3. It is also submitted that the concerned workman is 
junior to several others and he cannot be picked up for a 
special benefit at the management has got promotion rules 
and promotion m higher post is given in accordance with 
those rules. According to the management the claim of the 
concerned workman is unjustified and he it not entitled to 
any relief. 

6. The point for consideration is as to whether the action 
of the management in not placing the concerned workman 
bri Chandradeo Mishra in Clerical Grade I as Loading 
supervisor or Incharge from 1-3-73 is justified. If qot, to 
what relief it he entitled. 

/. in me aiiegtd lepresemations purported to have been 
filed by the concerned workman before the management 
£*t. W-4 series It will appear that the concerned workman 
claimed tnat he wag getting more than the pay of clerical 
urade UI under the erstwhile management but this does not 
appear to be correct nor any document has been filed on 
benalf of the concerned workman that he was getting higher 
grade or pay before the erstwhile management. Ext. M-l is 
.s the bonus register for January’ 73 and this is the carl.est 
document in the case. From this register it will appear that 
the basic salary of the concerned workman was R», 180/- 
only which is the grade of Loading Munshi in Grade III. 
form B register is Ext. M-4 and it was prepared after 
nationalisation. SI. No. 150 would show that the concerned 
workman has been shown as a Loading Clerk which is in 
Grade U. Ext. M-2 is Form ‘H’ of Coal Mines Provident 
Fund and SI. No. 5 would show that the concerned workman 
has been shown as a Clerk in the same category. It appears 
that in 1974 a categorisation list was prepared by the present 
management and there ho was shown a# Category II Load¬ 
ing Clerk (Ext. M-4) as he was given Category II. Thus 
there ia no document on record to show that the concerned 
workman ever worked as a Loading Supervisor so as to 
entitle him to be put in Grade I. He was in Grade III 
before nationalisation and sometime after nationalisation he 
was put in Grads EL 

8. As against this the concerned workman haa relied on 
Ext. W-J which Is a certificate doted 6-3-75 purported to have 
been granted by Shri Dugal, Manager. In this certificate Sbri 
Dugal wrote that the concerned workman was working is 
a Loading Supervisor for the last 8 years. Shri Dugal left 
the service of the management sometime after nationalisation 
and It Is contended by the management that Shri Dugal 
had no authority to grant any such certificate and that the 
concerned workman haa manipulated this document subse¬ 
quently. Ext W-4 is a representation purported to have been 
filed by the concerned workman on 9-4-73. In this petition 
he stated that he was working as a Loading Supervisor for 
the last 8 or 9 years but when the categorisation list came he 
found that he had been shown aa a Loading Clerk on a 
pay of Rs. 203 1- but It Is much less because before nationali¬ 
sation he was getting higher pay and that his pay should 
be fixed at Rs. 245/- per month at the minimum. On this 
representation there Is an endorsement of Sri Duftal stating 
that the applicant had worked as a Loading Supervisor 
since 8 years in Sinphmir Colliery. From the written state¬ 
ment of the concerned workman It will appear that he joined 
Singheur colliery in 1967 and therefore he could never have 
romDleted 8 or 9 years sendee in the year 1973. Further It 
will aopear that the categorisation list was pr*nared In 1974 
but this representation la of April 1973. If this spplication 


would have boen a genuine document and would have been 
filed in the year 1973 then the mention of categorisation 
list should never have been made in it as by that time 
there was no question of any categorisation list. On these 
two grounds the management has urged that this is a mhd- 
pulatcd document and the endorsement of Sri Dugal was 
obtained subsequently. Another document filed on behalf of 
the workman Is a photostat copy of record note of discussion 
held on 4-2-75 concerning requirements of Luading personnel, 

It has been marked Ext. W-2. This would show that in 
the loading section the following categories were prescribed : 

(a) Despatch Superintendent 

(b) Loading Inspector 

(c) Asstt. Loading Inspector/Loading Supervisor 

(d) Loading Munshi. 

On the basis of the this entry it is submitted on behalf 
of the workman that there was no post of Loading Clerk as 
per this categorisation and the concerned workman was in 
fact working as a Loading Supervisor. This document, how¬ 
ever, is not helpful to the workman in any way. The con¬ 
cerned workman, according to the management, worked is 
a Loading Clerk and was placed in Clerical Grade II. 

9. MW-1 Shri K.G. Bishal is the Bill Clerk and he has 
stated that there wa# no loading Supervisor deputed at the 
siding where the concerned workman was working and that 
one Mr. Bhatia was supervising the work. After nationalisa¬ 
tion there were other Grade I stall who supervised this work 
and the oncerned workman worked as a Loading Clerk only. 
It is also in evidence of MW-1 He MW-2 that Singhpur colliery 
was a very small colliery having a production of about 5000 
tone only per month and so after nationalisation It wa# merged 
with Badjna Colliery and the Singhpur siding w«# closed., 
Badjna Colliery has get 2 sidings known as Badjna siding 
and Sindri siding and the concerned workman is Sindri 
siding. The workman has also filed an Office Order dated 
10-10-83 but this is also not heloful at all. It utmost shows 
that one Sri Tcja Singh was a Loading Clerk in Badjna 
Colliery was promoted as Despatch Superintendent and was 
placed in grade Technical 'B'. It does not show that he was 
placed in Grade I. There is no document to prove that 
anybody junior to the concerned workman has been promoted 
to Clerical Grade I and so it cannot be said that any discri¬ 
mination haa been caused by the management. 

10. The concerned workman, however, has filed two slips 
Ext. W-6 & W7 which are addressed to Loading .Supervisor, 
Singhpur depot and below them Chandradeo Mishra has 
been written. This has been filed to show that these 2 slips 
were addressed to the concerned workman as Loading Super¬ 
visor. But from a very look to these 2 slips it will appear 
that the name of Shri Mishra has been added in these 
slips subsequently in different ink. The ink of the entire slip 
is quite different from the ink used in writing the name 
Of Shri Mishra. These 2 documents axe highly suspicious and 
no reliance can be plated on them. 

11. The concerned workman has no doubt examined him¬ 
self as WW-1 and has stated that he was working as a Load¬ 
ing Supervisor but there is no document in support of this 
evidence and in the absence of any authentic document it 
cannot be held that the concerned workman was working as 
a Loading Supervisor or that he is entitled to be placed in 
Clerical Grade I 

2. Considering the evidence on record, I hold that the 
action of the management in not placing the concerned work¬ 
man in Clerical Grade I as Loading Supervisor or Incharge 
from 1-5-1973 is justified. In the circumstances the concer¬ 
ned workman is not entitled to any relief. 

13. It may, however, be mentioned that during the pen¬ 
dency of the case Shri T,P, Chowdhury the learned Advocate 
on behalf of the management (since expired) on several dates 
took time for hearing of the case on the ground that the 
matter was under consideration of the management and some 
relief would bo given to the concerned workman. Keeping 
this aspect of the matter the management will consider 
the case of the concerned workman and see If he may be 
given Category I from any subsequent date if his work is 
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found satisfactory. This observation however, ia not binding 
on tne management but keeping in view the cordial relation 
between the employer and employee the management will 
consider the case of the concerned workman favourably 
as the concerned workman it in Grade 11 since as early as 
1974. 


11. Bithu Beldar 

14, Shukul Beldar 

15. Doman Beldar 
lb. Sarj u Beldar 
17. Chultu Nunia 


14. The award is given accordingly. 


IS. Biranchi Kewani 
19. Amriku Mallah 


J.N. SINGI-I. Presiding Offi'er. 20. Moti Mahato 


LNo. L-20012|64l81-D. Ill (A)] 

S.O. 368.— In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 114 of 1947J, the Central Government 
hereby publishes the following award of Ihe Central Govern¬ 
ment Industrial Tribunal No. 3, Dhanbad, in the industrial 
dispute between tho employers in relation to the managtment 
of North Golukdih Colliery of Bastacolla Area of Messrs 
Bharat Coking Coal Limited, P.O. Jhnria, District Dhanbad 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central Gov¬ 
ernment on the 10th January 1984. 


BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBU- 
NAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT NO. 3, DHANBAD 

Reference Ca»e No- 92/82 


21. Dubin Manjhi 

22. Siboo Bouri 

23. Ganauii Nonia 

24. Urmila Beldarin 

25. I-ulkumuri Beldarin 

26. Lachminia Beldarm 

27. Bhikni Beldarin 

28. Jabni Beldarin 

29. Amolwa Beldarin 

30. Rujia Baldarin 

31. Sonamati Beldarin 

32. Runiya Beldaijn 

33. Bimla Kanaln 

34. Kamta Kamin 


PARTIES : 

Employers in relation to the management of North 
Golukdih Colliery of Bastacolla Area of M/a, Bharat 
Coking Coal Ltd. 

AND 

Their workmen 

APPEARANCES : 

For the Employer*—Shri B. Joshi, Advocate. 

For the Workmen—Shri 0. Lai, Advocate. 

INDUSTRY : Coal. STATE : Bihar 

Dated, the 4th January, 1984 
AWARD 

The Govt, of India in the Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of the powers conferred on them U/s. KKLKd) of the In¬ 
dustrial Disputes Act, 14 of 1947 has referred the dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication under Older No. L-24012- 
(19)/«2-D.IV(B) dated the 24th September, 1982. 

SCHEDULE 

‘‘Whether the demand of the workmen of North Goluk¬ 
dih Colliery of Bastacolla Area of M/s. Bharat 
Coking Coal Ltd., P.O. Jharin, Dist. Dhanbad that 
tlie workmen, mentioned in the Annexure below 
should be allowed to resume their duties with full 
back wagea for the period of forced idleness, is 
justified ? If so, to what relief are the said workmen 
entitled 7” 

ANNEXURE 

List of the workmen of Noith Golukdih Colliery of Bharat 
Coking Coal Limited. 

1. Lalaram Chauhaa 

2. Ked.ar Beldar 

3. Bhiiro Beldar 

4. Bhunesar Beldar 

5. Sahadeo Beldar 

6 . Ramiawar Chouban 

7. Jagdish Beldar 

8. Ram Pd. Beldar 

9. Lakh an Beldar 

10. Rameshwnr Chouhlin 

11. Parma Beldar 

12. Shyamt Beldar 


35. Lalmuni Manjliian 

36. Suoia Mahtewain 

37. Churki Manjhiain 

38. Srimoty Majhianin 

39. Maloty Majhian 

40. Senody Manjhlaia 

41. Rajkumar Rewani 

42. Kishna Beldar 

43. Faudarwa Beldar 

44. Hira ’Lai 

45. Nirinal Chattcrjec 

46. Sudama Sao 

47. Dcoki Beldarin 

48. Lolwa Beldarin 

49. Raroeshwar Nunia 

50. Mahcndra Nunia 

51. SUrcndra Nunia 

52. Madhusudan Nunia 

53. Baijnath Nunia 

54. Kisna Nunia 

55. BJioIa Nunia 

56. Sundar Nunia 

57. Hiralal Nunia 

58. Ramscvak Nunia 

59. Lalu Nunia 

60. Barku Nunia 

61. Lalu Nunia 

62. Ncmani Nunia 

63. Siban Nunia 

64. Mohadeo Rewani 

65. Sara;wati Beldarin 

66. Ashua Eunian 

67. Borhan Mahato 

68 . Kosilya Beldarin 

69. Tota Rewani 

70. Bansi Nonia 

71. Chouthi Yadav 

72. Phulawa Nojiiam 

73. Sonodl Noniain 

74. Ramadhar Yadav 

75. Dnmini Beldarin 

76. Kameshwar Yadav 

77. Ramcbander Yadav 

78. Pansuki Beldarin 

79. Sonodi Noniain 
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80. Munilal Harijail 

81. Binod Harijan 

82. Rama Harijan 

83. Marin Beldarin 

84. Yasoda Beldarin 

85. Padarath Sao 

86 . Narayan Sao 

87. Shankar Sao 

88. Kalishanwer Mukherji 

89. Anadinath Mukherji 

90. Nepal Ch. Dalai 

91. Mahabir Sao 

92. Bimal Kumar Kar 

93. Nabanidhar Singh 

94. Opindo Rajak 

95. Uttam Kr. Dutta 

96. Nepal Rajak 

97. Chandradeo Jha 

98. Magaram Mullick 

99. Janardan Dusadh 

100. Sunil Mullick 

101. Raplal Manjhi 

102. Dharmendra Manjhi 

103. Sukhlal Manjhi 

104. Heman Mia 

105. Karim Mia 

106. Yakub Mia 

107. Ismile Mia 

108. Jamruddin 

109. Canauri Bhuia 

110. Mohan Bhuia 

111. Darban Bhuia 

112. Mahabir Bhuia 

113. Barku Bhuia 

114. Tulu Bhuia 

115. Sudan® Sao 

116. Sona Mahato 

117. Sukar Mahato 

118. Ramchander Mahato 

119. Janki Mahato 

120. Gopal Mallah 

121 . Srigobind Mallah 

122. Nepal Mallah 

123. Gulet Mallah 

124. Khago 

125. Fando Sao 

126. Pariyag Thakux 

127. Bisun Sao 

128. Balram Sao 

129. Rambharat Mahato 

130. parmen Sao 

131. Tekan Mahato 

132. Kisundeo Pandit 

133. Balmiki Pandey 

134. Naresh Pandev 

135. Mungeswar Rawani 

136. Ramprasad Rawani. 

137. Bhagat Pandit 

138. Chaman Rawani 

139. Ajai Kumar Pandey 

2. There are 139 persons involve^ in this Reference. Their 
case is that they had been working in North Golukdih Col¬ 
liery in Bastaeoila Area of Bharat Coking Coal Ltd., for a 
long period and even after nationalisation of the mine they 
continued to work in the said mins upto the year 1974. It 
is stated that since before the erstwhile management Sri 
Lala Ram Cbauhan SI. No. 1 of the schedule of Reference 
was supervising the work of the r^st 138 persons. 


3. It is then alleged that on. 11-2-74 the L.E.O. visited 
the establishment of North Golukdih Colliery and stopped 
the work of Lala Rara Chauhan and 138 workers and 
also seized the registers and other documents of Sri Lala 
Ran.* Cirauhan and a case was instituted against him being 
C.L.A. 60 & 6i of 1974. 1'he Chief Judicial Magistrate 
took cognizance against Shri J ala Ram Chauhan and the 
case was tiansferred to Sri I shiver i Prasad, Judicial Magis¬ 
trate, 1st Class, Dhanbad who on 16-4-82 passed order 
holding that it was not proved that Shri Lala Ram Chauhan 
was a contractoi. It is submitted that the concerned work¬ 
men worked till 11-2-74 and when they were stopped work 
they raked an industrial dispute which ultimately resulted 
in the present reference. It is submitted that they should 
be allowed to resume their duties with full back wages for 
the period of forced idleness. 

4. On the other hand the case of the managera-nt is that 
there was never any relationship of employer and employee 
Ictween trje management and the concerned «workmen 
and that all the concerned workmen except Sri Lala Ram 
Chouhan are fictitious persons. It is, however, stated that 
Shri Lala Ram Chauhan was a contractor for doing the 
job of removal of over burden of open cast workings of 
North Golukdih Colliery. The said contract was abolished 
after take over in the month of March '74. Sri Lal a Ram 
Chouhan was however prosecuted by the L.E.O. for violation 
of fee provisions of Contract Labour (Regulation 1 and 
Abolition.! Act. He along with 2 othefs, however, raised 
an industrial dispute on the allegation of illegal and arbitrary 
termination of their services, tot the dispute was not re¬ 
ferred to for adjudication cn the ground that no employer 
and employee relationship existed between Shri Lala Ram 
Chouhan and the present management. 

5. It is submitted that after a laps# of about 7 year* 
Shri Lala Ram Chouhan has again raised the dispute giving 
the list of fictitious persons who were never employees under 
the present management. It is, however, submitted that 
Shri Lala Ram. Chouhan used to enga.%; only 15 to 39 
workers on the job of removal of over burden on different 
dates and those 15 to 39 workers were subsequently absorbed 
by the management but Sri Lala Ram Chauhan w'as not 
absorbed as he was contractor. The main .defence is thus 
that as there is no relationship of employer and employee, 
tlie question of giving job to the concerned workmen doss 
not arise at a'L 

6 . The point lor consideration is as to whether the demand 
of the workmen concerned that they should be allowed to 
resume their duties with full back wages for the period of 
forced idleness is justified. If so, to what relief they are 
entitled. 

7. As per schedule of Refeienc* it is for the workmen 

to prove that they Were the employees under the present 
management and they were illegally stopped work. The 
workmen have filed Ext. W-l which is the authorisation under 
Clause 36 of the Coil Mines Regulation, 1957 showing that 
in October ’72 Sri Lala Ram Chouhan was authorised by 
the Manager as an Explosive Carrier and Sri I ala Ram 
Chauhan accepted this authorisation and pot his signa¬ 
ture in token thereof. Tt is the definite case of the 
management that Sri Lala Ram Chauhan was a contractor for 
removing over burden which icb continued for some time even 
after t?±e over and then it was stooped as per policy 
of the Govt. MW-1 has further stated that explosives were 
required for blasting- only in order to remove the over burden 
and for that explo-iw-s were suonlied to Shri lala Ram 
Chauhan and hence he was eiven such an authorisation. The 
fact that Shri T.ahr Ram Chauhan was the contractor under 
the management ; s conclusively nroved from Ext. M-2 which 
is a contractor’s bill dated 2-7-73, Tt shows that the con¬ 
tractor, Shri Lala Ram Chauhan had been gi v en the work 
of removal of overburden and he submitted a bill which 
was passed by the rcanaaement and paid to him after deduc¬ 
tion of income tax and the amount of materials issued from 
the store. The Manager MW-1 has stated that the price of 
explosives suonbed to Sri T a'a Ran Cbauhan used to be 
deducted from his fcJj * 'ri> is smnlv proved from Ext. M-2. 
MW-1 has also cle ■ none of the concerned 

workmen ever wo jg/ee under the manage¬ 

ment. 
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8 . Not a single chit of paper nor any appointment letter 
has been filed by the workmen to show that they were ever 
employed by the present management. As against this the 
management has filed Ext. M-l series which arc the bonus 
registers for the year 1973-74 which show that the name oL 
none of these workmen appear in them. If these workmen 
would have been working under the management during the 
relevant period their names must have found entered in 
these registers. WW-2 claims to be one of the concerned 
workmen. He has stated that none of them got any appoint¬ 
ment letter or any paper from the private employer. It i# 
also ad mitted by him that the workmen besides their wages 
got bonus, sick leave, train fare etc. No paper has been 
filed on behalf of the workmen to show that they ever got 
these facilities. It is not likely that these woikmen who 
claim to have worked since before nationalisation would not 
have in their possession a chit of paper to support their 
case. 


9. The workmen have, however, filed a receipt showing 
that 15 note books were received by the Manager from Shri 
Lala Ram Chanhan and Ext. W-3 is said to be a list of 
workmen which were mentioned in those 15 books. The 
case of the workmen is that the Manager took charge of 
those receipts in the month of March '73 after take over but 
the Manager MW-1 has denied his signature on these two 
documents. These 2 documents thus do not grove that the 
concerned workmen were working under the .present mana¬ 
gement. I-urther if these workmen would hn>'c been work¬ 
ing tinder the present management after take over then their 
names must have anpeared in Form B registers as well as 
bonus registers It is not their rate that their names appea¬ 
red in Form ft register which is statutory document. 


10. Considering these, I hold that the workmen have fail¬ 
ed to prove that there was any relationship of employer and 
employer between the management and the concerned work¬ 
men As the said relationship is not proved the concerned 
workmen are not entitled to any relief. 

11. The award is passed accordingly. 

J. N. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
[No 1.-24012(19! ‘82-D.lVtB)] 

S.O. 369.—In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
fSlfcby publishes the following award of the Central Govern¬ 
ment Industrial Tribunal No. 3, Dhanbad, in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the manage¬ 
ment of Scctalpur Colliery of Sodepur Sub-Area of Messrs 
Eastern Coalfields Limited, and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on the 10th January, 
19*4. 


BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBU- 
NAE-CUM-EABOUR COURT NO, 3, DHANBAD 

Reference Case No. 103/80 & No. 40/81 


PARTIES :— 

Employers in relation to the management of Seetalpur 
Colliery of Sodepur Sub-Area of Eastern Coalfields 
I td . P O Dishergarh, Dist Burdwan. 

AND 

THRIR WORKMAN 

APPEARANCES 

For the Employers—Shri ft.N. T ala, Advocate. 

For the Workman—Shri J.D. I al, Advocate. 

INDUSTRY : Coal STATE : West Bengal 


Dated, the 31st December, 1983. 

AWARD 

The Govt, of India in the Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of the powers conferred on them U/» 10(1) (d) of the In¬ 
dustrial Disputes Act, 14 of 1947 referred the Reference 
Case No, 103/80 to the Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, CalcLitla for Adjudication under Order No, L-19012 
(44)/78-D. IV(B) dated 13-11-79, Subsequently the dispute 
has been transferred to this Tribunal for adjudication by 
Order No. S’-l 1025(4) 80-D, IV(B) dated 14th/17th Novem¬ 
ber, 1980 under the following schedule. 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of Sodepur Sub- 
Area of Eastern Coalfields Ltd., P.O. Dishergarh, 
Dist. Burdwan in stopping Sri Sriharsha Roy, Store 
Keeper from working with effect from 11th Decem¬ 
ber, 1975 is justified ? If not, to what relief is the 
concerned workman entitled? 

2. The Govt, of India in the Ministry of Labour in exer¬ 
cise of the powers conferred on them U/s 10(1) (d) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 14 of 1947 has referred another 
Reference Case No. 40 'SI to this Tribunal for adjudication 
under Order No. L-19012(49)/79-D. IV(B) dated the J 5th 
September, 1981 under the following schedule ; 

SCHEDULE 

‘‘Whether the action of the management of Scctalpur 
Colliery of Sodepur Sub-Area of M/s. Eastern Coal¬ 
fields Ltd., P.O. Dishergarh, Dist. Burdwan. in dis¬ 
missing Shri Sriharsha Roy, Store Keeper with effect 
from 2-11-78 is justified ? If not, to what relief 
is the workman concerned entitled ?” 

3. Both the above References have been heard together 
and this award will govern both the cases as the parlies are 
the same. 

4. It appears that in Reference Case No. 40/81 a charge- 
sheet dated 30-5-75 was issued against the concerned work¬ 
man Sri Sriharsha Roy, Store Keeper. The show cause which 
was submitted by him was found unsatisfactory and hence 
a domestic enquiry was held against him in which the En¬ 
quiry Officer found some of the charges proved and referred 
the enquiry^ report to the competent authority. 

5. In another Reference Case i.e. Reference Case No. 
103/80 a chargcshcet dated 18-12-75 was issued against the 
concerned workman and pending enquiry he was put under 
suspension wth effect from 11-12-75. The issue in Reference 
Case No. 103/80 vs as to whether the action of the manage¬ 
ment in stopping the concerned workman from working that 
is whether his suspension rending enquiry is justified. The 
concerned workman was found guilty of this charge also and 
for both the charges he was distressed with effect from 
2-11-78 by the General Manager. The action of dismissal 
has been challenged in Reference No. 40/81. 

6. The concerned workman in his written statement has 
denied both the charges and his main defence is that as he 
was an active member of the union the punishment of dis¬ 
missal is unjustified and that the charges were not sufficiently 
proved against him. The fairness of the enquiry has also been 
challenged. 

7. The question as to whether the enquiries regarding both 
the charges were fair and proper was taken up as a prelimi¬ 
nary issue in this case and after hearing both the parties it 
was held by Order dated 21-6-1983 that the enquiries were 
fair and proper and thereafter the parties were heard on 
merits regarding the action taken by the management. 

8 . The point for consideration is as follows :— 

(1) Whether the action of the management in stopping 
flic concerned workman from work with effect from 
11-12-75 is justified. If not, to what relief is he 
entitled. 
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he denies his presence at that time. Thu« the 2 witnessc* 
have made conflicting statements regarding the question ot 
surplus. The last witness is Shri T, Mondal on this point. 
He has stated that after physical checking Shri Ramapada 
Mahato told him that there were 2 hearings in the stock 
and he cannot sny as to why these bearings were kept there 
without asking the Store Keeper Shri Roy. Thu* hi* evidence 
Is also not in consonance with the evidence of Mr. Eden or 
Shri Ramapada Mahato. 


(2) Whether the action of the management in dismissing 

the concerned workman with effect from 2-11-78 
is justified. If not to what relief is he entitled. 

9. I would first take up Issue No. (2) as the charges level¬ 
led against the concerned workman ,is moro serious in this 
case and find out whether the charges have been proved 
sufficiently or not. This refers to Reference Case No. 40/81. 

10. It is now well settled that the Tribunal has got power 
to appraised the entire evidence on the record and see whether 
the charges before the Enquiry Officer were sufficiently proved 
or not and then to see as to whether the charges were 
such as to inflict the extreme punishment of dismissal. 
Charges No. 310, 311 & 312 are as follows and is dated 
30-5-75. The charges are that on 22-4-75 the concerned work¬ 
man issued 2 ball bearings to Sri Gouri Shankar Singh, 
Mechanical Fitter without the signature of the controlling 
officer on the documentation card in violation of the standing 
instruction and that he made entry in the bin card about 
the issue of the material unauthorisedly in absence of the 
signature of the controlling officer and that such entry in the 
bin card was made on 23-4-75 after making issue of materials 
on 22-4-75. Another charge is that on enquiry 2 ball bearings 
were lying found surplus and the concernded workman passed 
over those 2 meterinls through rear window of the Assembly 
shop to Shri Gurupada Karmakar. Thus in short the charges 
are as follows : 

(1) The workman issued two bearings on 22-4-75 to Shri 
Gouri Shnnker Singh without the signature of the 
controlling authority on the tssui document that is 
documentation card, 

(21 Entered the same in the bin card on 23-4-75 after 
making the entry of the issue of 22-4-75. 

t 

(3) On 4-5-75 he passed the 2 bearings which were found 
surplus through the rear window of the Aisemby 
shop. 

It may be mentioned that in the chargesheet Ext. M-2 the 
date of passing over is mentioned as 4-4-7S but that is 
apparently a typing mistake and it should have been 4-5-75. 

11. It is first to be seen as to the allegation of passing over 
of the 2 ball bearings which would have been possible only 
when they were found to be surplus in, the store. It may, 
however, be mentioned at this very stage that the 2 bearftigs 
in question were not lost to the management permanently 
but they are still here. On the point whether llie 2 bearing* 
were found surplus or not there is the evidence of Mr. Eden. 
Engineer, Sri Ramapuda Mahato and Sri T. Mondal. I.et 
us now scrutinise the evidence of these three witnesses which 
they gave during the enquiry proceedings to prove the said 
charge. It may, however, be stated that the Enquiry Officer 
in the enquiry report Ext. M-6 held that the charge of exist¬ 
ence of the bearings in the store almirah on 4-5-75 is not 
proved because the statement of the Engineer Mr. Eden 
has not corroborated by the statement of PW Sri Ramapada 
Mahato, Store Clerk and other witnesses. 

12. Mr. Eden the Engineer ha* stated in his evidence that 
on Sunday the 4-J-75 2 bearings in question v/ere lying sur¬ 
plus in the store which were checked by Ramapada Mahato, 
Store Clerk and was confirmed by him to T. Mondal, Store¬ 
keeper who reported the matter to him on the same day. 
He then reported the matter to the Manager. Thus the sur¬ 
plus of the 2 bearings was not detected by Mr. Eden himself 
blit it was detected by Sri Ramapada Mahato and it is not 
the evidence of Mr. Eden that he was present at that time. 
Shri Ramapada Mahato is Prosecution Witness No. 2. He 
has stated that on a Sunday Mr. Eden, Executive Engineer 
went to the store and asked me as to whether there was 
any bearing in the stoic of the same size as of the bearings 
in oueslion and on examining the bin card he observed that 
no bearing of that size was in, the stock. Again when he was 
advised bv Mr. Eden to see the locked almirah whether any 
bearing was purchased locafiv and then he unlocked the 
almirah and found 2 bearings lying there and that Mr Fdcn 
was also present there and witnessed it. Thus necordmg 
this witness the 2 bearings were found in the almirah "n the 
presence of MV, F.den but Mr, Eden loes not confirm it and 


13. Further it will appear that Shri Roy the concerned 
workman was the Store Keeper and the key of the store or 
almirah in question is expected to remain with him, How 
could then Sri Ramapada Mahato procure the key and un¬ 
lock the almirah? It is not in his evidence that the lock of 
the almirah was broken. The management naturally found 
this defect in the evidence of Shri Mahato and so he was 
again re-examined and at page 52 pi the enquiry proceedings 
It will appear that Shri Mahato reported that he found the 
key kept in a box in the store. It is highly improbable that 
the S'tore Keeper who is in-charge of a big store, aecordng to 
the General Manager, would leave the key of the Store 
in a box in the store premises itself uneared for. It should 
also be remembered that 4-5-75 was a Sunday and the con¬ 
cerned workman was not on duty on that date. This recovery 
is said to have been made in his presence. Now, if the man¬ 
agement was to make an enquiry or make physical verifica¬ 
tion then this should have been done in presence of the 
concerned workman, himself. Thus from the above evidence 
it is dearly shown that the question of finding 2 bearing* 
os surplus in the almirah has not been proved by sufficient 
evidence and it cannot be held that the 2 bearings were 
found surplus there 

14, Now if there was no existence of any bearing in the 
almirah then the question of pawing over by the ps»r yvimdQ’W 
does not arise at all. However, let us consider the evidence 
and see whether the allegation of passing over ha* been 
proved with cogent evidence or not. Mr. Eden in his evi¬ 
dence has stated that on 5-5-75 he reported the matter of 
surplus to Shri R. K. Srivastavn who deputed Shri N. K. 
Bouri and Shri N. C. Chatterjee to conduct the spot en¬ 
quiry and a few minutes before they arrived at the store, 
the Store Keeper S'hri Roy passed the bearings in question 
to Shri Gurupada Karmakar, Mechanical Fitter from the rear 
window of the Assembly Shop. This witness is naturally not an 
eye witness of this passing over. Shri Bijli Mallah is ano¬ 
ther witness in this case and he has slated that on that day 
the 2 bearings have been given to him by Shri Roy through 
the rear window and he wa* told by Shri Roy to hand over 
the bearings in question to Shri Gouri Shankar Singh who 
was present at the Assembly shop and accordingly he banded 
over tbe bearings to Gouri Shankar Singh. According to 
Mr. Eden the bearings had been passed to Shri G. Karmakar 
but .Shri Bijli Mallah says it was made over to him. Another 
witness is Shri Ramapada Mahato who has stated that he 
cannot say to whom the bearings were handed over. Shri 
Hnripada Mahato another witness on the point has also 
stated that he cannot say whether Shri Roy handed over these 
bearings to anybody or not. Shri Gouri Shankar Singh, how¬ 
ever, has stated that he received tho 2 bearings from Shri 
Bijli Mallah in the Assembly shop ofi. 5-5-75 in the morning 
at about 9 p.m. and on enquiry Sri Bijli Mallah told him that 
they were given to him by Sri Roy. It may, however, be 
stated that there was also a preliminary enquiry held by Shri 
Gouri regarding this incident and Shri Gouri Shankar Singh 
had been examined there. His statement during preliminary 
enquiry' k quite different from what he made during -the 
domestic enquiry. During preliminary enquiry he admitted 
he had taken 2 bearings from Shri Roy on 22-4-75 for use 
as the matter was urgent and it was entered into the docu^ 
mentation card book but Mr. Eden refused to sign on it. 
He nowhere says that the 2 bearings had been made over 
to hiri? subsequently by Sri Bijli Mallah. Shii Mallah, how¬ 
ever, wai not examined during enquiry stage. It may also 
be stated that along with the concerned workman Shri 
Gouri Shankar Singh and Shri Gurupada Karmakar had 
also been chaigesheeted but they have been exhonerated of 
the charges. It is quite clear that when botfi these persons 
were given tho assurr.ince of not being punished they made 
different statement before the Enquiry Officer. From the 
evidence of Enquiry Officer Shri Gouri also it will appear 
that before him some witness stated that the 2 bearings 
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were passed over before the enquiry was held by him and 
some stated that they were passed over aner tnc enquuy was 
neld. In view of tnese conflicting ana contradictory state¬ 
ments it cannot be held that the concerned workman made 
attempt to pass over the bearings to a third person and this 
charge is also not proved sutisruetoniy. 

15, The last charge is regarding the issue ol ball bearings 
unauthorisedly. 11 is in evidence of the management witnes¬ 
ses duung enquiiy stage that tnet j Is no written standing 
instruction nut to issue any material without the signatuic ot 
the competent auihoikv Mi. Eden was the competent 
authority to make the signature. I he documentation caid 
would show that 2 bearings were issued by Shri Roy on 
22.-4-15 to Shri Cjouri Shankar Singh and Shri Gouri Shankar 
Singh admiuedly put his signature on the back portion or 
the said document, tic admits to have received these 2 
bearings trom the concerned workman. The evidence of 
the concerned workman is that in case of emergency materials 
are issued and the signature of the controlling officer is taken 
subsequently. But in this particular case Mr. Eden refused to 
put his signature at the close of the day though the documen¬ 
tation card bears the signature of the Manager who is the 
highest authority in the mine. It is a matter of common 
experience that in emergent cases materials are issued wilhuut 
the signature of the competent authority and signature is ob¬ 
tained subsequently. If this procedure is not followed then 
there may be delay in issue of materials in emergent cases 
and the work may suffer. In this particular case such issue was 
also made by the concerned workman which is admitted by 
Shri Gauri Shankar Singh himself in the preliminary enquiry 
where Shri Gauri Shankar Singh also admitted that he asked 
Mr. Eden to sign but refused to do so. Shri Gouri Shankar 
Singh had also stated that the two bearings were required for 
fitting in some machine and they were fitted subsequently. 
Thus there is no evidence to show that there is any written 
standing instruction and as against it there is practice that 
materials arc issued in emergent cases and are entered in 
documentation card form and- thereafter at the end of the 
dav it is signed by the Manager and other competent autho¬ 
rity. The D. C. form had been signed by the Manager 
on 22-4-75. 


lfi. The next question is as to why entry of these 2 
bearings were made o n 23-4-75 after the entry of materials 
issued on 22-4-75 in the bin card' which is on record. For 
this there is an explanation of the concerned workman that 
in some cases materials are taken by the fitteis for use 
but if they are not required they arc returned back and 
then entry is made in th™ hin curd. In this particular case 
as the 2 bearings were not used they were returned back and 
so entry was made in the bin card on the subsequent date. 
The explanation seems to b c plausible. 

17. But even if the entire evidence of the management 
is believed on the point of issue of 2 materials, it can utmost 
be said that they were issued unauthorisedly by the concerned 
woikman and the charge of issue of two bearings unauthori* 
sedly is only proved against him. The other charges levelled 
against him are not proved at all. 


18. Then let us take up the Issue No. (1) the charge in 
Reference Case No. 103/80. This relates to chargesheet 
No. 5325 dated 8-12-75. It is in evidence that the concerned 
workman was Store Keeper i n Chinukuri Colliery and'had 
,' e “ Jr^n-cd to Sectalpur Colliery vide order dated 
4-11-/5 Ext. WG, He had been directed to make over 
charge by 19-1-75, Emm Ext. W-4, however, it will appear 
that he was directed to remain present in the store in the 
afternoon of 24-1 ’-75 as some official was to visit the store 
The charge against the workman is that he was on duty or 
■ f . and store at about 9 a. m. without anv 

information and he had not completed the handing ovei 
charge of the store and had not handed over a few kev< 
o his successor. The reply of the concerned workman i- 

min in W£>S ° n oTf on c 30 ' n - 75 and did his office work 
a ” d thcr ? after he was checking and countint 

His i f T mat , e , na,s a,1 , d so hc was nof"noticed there 
His furl her replv , s that he had made over coffiplete charm 
of the s ore on 30-11-75 except for few local purchase 
memos to be made over as the register was S t 

T. Mondal who was not available on Sunday. Thus accord, 
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to him ho made over complete charge except making over 
certain vouchers etc. on 30-11-75. The question, however, 
is that whether there was wilful disobedience of the order 
of the competent authority or not regarding not making over 
full charge on 30-11-75 and leaving his duty without per¬ 
mission. The enquiry in this case was field on one day i.e., 
24-12-75. Ext. M-14 is the enquiry proceeding and Ext. 
M-15 is the enquiry report. It is to be seen whether the 
concerned workman left his duty on 30-11-75 without per¬ 
mission or not, [p this connection there is the evidence of 
Shri Ardhendu Shekhar Banerjee, Asstt. Store Keeper who 
was then working as a Store Keeper. He has stated that 
on 30-11-75 Shri Roy came on duty and he was in the 
office upto 9-30 a.m. and then he went outside the store 
compound with some one. According to him Shri Roy 
had handed over charge of inside store except a few cash 
memos and few challans and bills and some few r other docu¬ 
ments as also 2 number of keys. This witness nowhere 
says that he bad left the office totally on "Sunday. Shri 
Ramapnda Mahato has stated that Shri Roy came to his 
uty on 30-11-75 and he found him there at about ’0 am 
but after that he could not notice whether he was nrcsent 
ns he was busy at his work. Similar is the evidence of 
-Shri Hanrada Mahato who stated that he left the office at 12 
noon and did no, come in the second half. None of these 
I nesses have stated that the concerned workman had left 
the office wthou Permission, rather his presence -waTnoticed 
nm C at , C3St fl , 10 am - The on, y question is that he did 
. make over charge of som 0 cash memos etc. For that 

Smre e ’ cpIa j’ atl0n t,1e renter was with the Asstt 

Sme Keeper who was not available o n that day. Shri 
N. C. Chatteijcc, Audit Clerk has stated that the tmndinv 
comn| b JoH h h n R ° V *° f Sn ArdhendLI Sckhar Banerjee was not 

fe re “««l ain'ing enquiry .Lee, i, " c"/ 

s 'spz’irza?* - ™ - a-*:- 

mem' lf u k be c01lccdcd for the sake of argu 

>?«“, “fS/nfSen"” « r 

1,6 *“ lo “S' over eta, 

There is nn Was dctaincd by the management till 24-11-75 

w ducted to make 7 "T t ‘7 ‘ he -<°™ed workman 
as directed to make complete charge by 30 -' 1 . 7 s fniiim, 

which any disciplinary action was to be taken against h i 

delay k ° f c . 0mm0n experience that in many ca ^ 

ociay is made m making over charges hut tu.r I S 

ffiX-Ts^nTlhat Tno cha^eTm!dc in over C b'y n a „ 0 ; gS 
cular date penal action will be taken In ihk » ,• f- pa 1 
the concerned workman has given a 1 ‘ hi 
lor not making over compel! Iharge ’ on ^ ] eX 7 P 5 lanat,on 

joined 1 ^ SnStV^f th * 7 COnccrDed workman 
subsequently he came ffifck tTchffi °" J' 12 ' 75 Hnd 
complete charge vide Pvt wn Chmakuri and made over 

the Manager on 9-12-75 vide F.xt W-f' 1 ’’ e ca '' cd order from 
of not mnkffig Stl ovgi- ll ”o^ipkte^ the ^rde f °f ^ Cba - BC 

sU^°\r it 

risht to suspend a 7orkman p ndin7 r 'e aSement ^ ROt a 

JcnTitZ! bM "» 

-. Jrtsrt; ss - - 

„ is provcd the concern tit wnS/ta ’SSSTi 
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bearings unauthorisedly and thus he committed some irre¬ 
gularities to the utmost. He did not misappropriate any 
property of the management. 1 think, for this act of irre¬ 
gularity the extreme punishment of dismissal is not justified 
and the concerned workman should have been givep, a lighter 
punishment even though he was in-charge of a big store as 
stated by the General Manager MW-3. There was no Joss 
to the management. The concerned workman is in service of 
the management since 1945. There is nothing on record 
to show that he has a bad record of service, Under these 
circumstance, I hold that the order of dismissal is unjustified. 
As the concerned workman committed some irregularity, I 
think, the ends of justice will be met if he is reinstated in 
service with continuity but without any back wages. He 
should be reinstated within a month from the date of publi¬ 
cation of the award and from that date he will be entitled 
to his full wages. 

24. The award is given accordingly. 

[No. L-19012(49)/79-D.lV(B)] 
J. N. SINGH, Presiding Officer. 

faFwr, aoftrtTKK, <983 

57° 3TTe 3 70.—teffir m;TT •(ft RTf ft fa ^r4 37153 
xh*j 44 4 fafafro Iwr *P 5tt 4 4*t4 43 

44) 45 (ttto) faf4£r, rrrmrt rttst, farert tffawm % swtpfa % 
tttfbr JinfniT rrrrTrr rtvt 4 wg3 mg xffiitffap fans f444- 

rjprff wfir 5t45T<f % *ffa f«0tRR t; 

Xt4x Rryrrr ST7 frpSTS 54 RPT-f-MJH % 1 m 1 { fu?fviM 

5rRT Rfarffa TRfpf) ft; 

sm:, jpnfrrr, xfaffaPF fro* wfafaRT, 1947 (1947 
57 14 ) 54 srm 7 -T tffa trm 10 =f4 R7-tjm (i) ft <ar* ("t) 
gm tot stfroff 57 snfbr 574 37 ffn xftritffan Afarm 
nfer *7*4 ft ftrn% 4174443 wffarri) (sfr t#i tjtw wfa 
faror tj5tr7 tojt: 4 ffar 44r tot fawn 54 tot sifa+-’»r 54 

TO7-fa4iR % fan faifvm 5rfat ft 1 

’TOJ44 

"to ffa4 siko 4)o 4s um"h4 44Wt; (trio) faf4Sx,ww 

ifam, fam fflmm 54 7(1^ tjrfritT ttwt rtcr 4 swarfa 

•ft «ft Eftr faij, 4V44rn: 54 26 - 06-1082 4 4wp$ trrt 

5pr4 $4 574qTiff RTgTfaff ft ? fifa 7?4, fft TOT TfafTT f%R 

TPJtffa 57 I ? ” 

[WIT RT-26012/ 23/83-^4-3 (44)/:#4-III (t[o )] 
no «flo nRo uprf, ¥*5> arffptfrd 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 30th December, 1983 

S.O. 370.—Whereas the Central Government is of 
opinion that an industrial dispute exists between the employers 
in relation to the Bhado Kltaria Mica Mines under the 
management of M/s. R. B. Seth Moolchand Nemichand (P) 
Ltd., P. O. Mandal. District Bhilvfara and their workmen in 
respect of the matters specified in the Schedule hereto 
annexed; 

And whereas, the Central Government considers it desirable 
to refer the said dispute for adjudication: 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 7A. and clause (d) of sub-section (1) of section 10, 
of the Industrial Disputes Act. '947 (14 of 1947), the Cen¬ 
tral Government hereby constitutes an Industrial Tribunal 
of which Shri Mghendra Bhusban Sharma shall be the Presid¬ 
ing Officer with headquarter* at Jaipur and refers the said 
dispute for adjudication to the said Tribunal. 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action by the " management of Bhadu 
Kharia Mica Mines of M/s. R. B. Seth Moolchand 
Nemchand (P) Ltd., P. O. Mandal, District Bhil- 
wara, in terminating the services of Shri Kishan 
Singh, Chowkidar with effect from 26-6-1982 Is justi¬ 
fied 7 If not, to what relief is the said workman 
entitled ?”. 

[No. L-26012/23/83-D.IIKB)/D.111(A)] 
A. V. S. SARMA. Desk Officer 

TTTTsr 

Tftfcfa), 12 TRwfl, 19B4 

54° XTT° 371.—%rff4r ti'an < 54 RR ft fa yrfa sTTHnj 

xr^I 4 faf4fw fwr 4 arri 4 rot r4rr4 rfaffauro tor 
vmm 4 4r^ mp sfldlftFP fsrro iRtfrimxfbr ^t% 

% TtR f^TTRPT t; 

wlr ftwra 54 % fan EkP u r 

TTO nfanfar SRltTfl 

rr: tnifar 4444451 fror nfafiror 1947 (1947 

5t 14 ) t4 aro 7-5 4)t trm to 54 wra (i) % in 
(n) am tot urfroff 5 n uirw 517 , t^p xffartw wfanmT 
5m4 t faffT TOt44t xrfwfr 44 74 RnRrpt ^fij, faRPT 
^wptu w 4 tjhrr 44 t frora 54 U5 r xrfei 5 mJt gfr nrru- 

fcnror ^ fan M'fatr 5mfr 11 

^r 

"5RT UTR 74*4# tfatfamipr,.TOR 5 TOfifa 54 RRTR prffaff 
rnrjr s45r 4wr 310 44 n n dto'-nn 54 9 - 6-1993 4 
UTRTRtt 5rfa 54 5irfaif TOhlfar |? nfa 5^4 4r trstfan 
•tfarTR fan XTOttn 5T ^5TIT ft ? 

[nw n.R- 330 x 2 / 3/8 3-41- 4 (n) ] 

(Tjftj 17570 TOTTr, srffapffl 
ORDER 

N*w Delhi, the 12th January, 1984 

S.O. 371.—Whereas the Central Government is of opinion 
ion that an industrial dispute exist6 between the employers 
in relation to the management of Madras Stevedores Asso¬ 
ciation. Madras and their workman in respect of the matttrs 
specified in the Schedule hereto annexed ; 

And, whereas, the Central Government considers it desir¬ 
able to refer the said dispute for adjudication ; 

Now, thereforee in exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 7A, and clause (d) of sub-section (1) of section 10, 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 [14 of 1947), the 
Central Government hereby conslitutes an Industrial Tribu¬ 
nal of which Shri T. Arulraj shall be the Presiding Officer 
with headquarters at Madras and refers the said dispute for 
adjudication to the said Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

'‘Whether the action of the management of Madras 
Stevedores Association, Madras in dismissing Shri 
S. Veerappan, General Purpose Maxdoor Token 
No. 310, from service with effect from 9th June, 
1983, is justified 7 If not, to what relief is the 
workman concerned entitled ?’’ 

[No. L-33012/3/83-D.IV(A)j 

New Delhi, the 19th January, 1984 

S.O. 372.—In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 <14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the following award of the Central Gov¬ 
ernment Industrial Tribunal No. 2, Bombay in the industrial 
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dispute between the employers in relation to S'hi l Hazim 
M Shaikh, Launch Owner, Goa and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on the 11th Janu¬ 
ary, 1984. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL NO. 2, BOMBAY 


the Union remained present nor any statement of claim has 
been filed on their behalf. Against this the employer is 
present and says that he has paid the amount due to the 
workmen and they accepted the same in full and final settle¬ 
ment of the clairp leaving no disptue. He has also filed 
Zerox Copies of the writing executed by the two workmen. 
No dispute can therefore survive and therefore disposed of. 


Reference No. C'GIT-2/31 of 1983 

Employers in relation to Shri Hazim M. Shaikh, Launch 
Owner, 

AND 

Their Workmen 

APPEARANCES : 

For the Employers—-No appearance. 

For the workmen—No appearance. 

.INDUSTRY : Major Ports STATE: Goa, Daman and Du. 

Bombay, dated the 3rd December, 1983 

AWARD 

By their order No. L-36011/l/83-D.lV(A) dated 25th 
August, 1983 the following dispute has been referred for 
adjudication under Section 10(1) (d) of the Industrial Dis¬ 
putes Act. 

“Whether the action of Shri Hazim M. Shaikh, Launch 
Owner in terminating the services of S/Shri Rama- 
chandra Chodenkar, Tatta Kaluskar, Dyneshwar 
Chopdekar and Daftri Chopdekar with effect from 
6 th April, 1982 is justified 9 If not to what relief 
the said workmen are entitled to T' 


No order as to costs. 

M. A. DES'HPANDE, Presiding Officer 
[No. L-36011/83 ,-D-IVfA)j 

S.O. 374.—In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Cemral Government 
hereby publishes the following award of the Central Govern¬ 
ment Industrial Tribunal No. 2. Bombay, in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to Shil Rajaram 
Karapurkar Owner of Launch, ML Matapiasad'. Goa and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central Govern¬ 
ment on the 1 Oth January, 1984. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT TNDUSTR1AI 
TRIBUNAL NO. 2, BOMBAY 

Reference No. CGIT-2/32 of 1983 

PARTIES : 

Employers in relation Shri Rajaram Karpurkar. Owner 
of Launch ‘ML Mataprasad". 

AND 

Their Workmen 


2. On re.'eipt of the ojder of reference notices were 
issued to the parties, but no notice could be served on the 
management as the notice was returned as their address is 
not known. So far as the workmen are concerned although 
the notice was duly served on the Secretary of,the Union 
representing these workmen there is no appearance on their 
behalf nor any statement of claim has been filed as a result 
of which the dispute cannot survive and hence disposed of. 

M. A. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officer 
[No. L-3601 l/l/83-D.IV(A)l 

S.O. 373.—In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central Government 
hereby publishes the following award of the Central Govern¬ 
ment Industrial Tribunal No. II. Bombay in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to Shri Shaikh 
Shafi Hasan, owner of Launch ‘ML Sarina’. Goa and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on. the 11th January. 1984. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, NO. 2. BOMBAY 

Reference No. CGIT-2/25 of 1983 

Employers in relation to the Shaikh Shafi Hasan, Owner 
of Launch ‘ML Sarina' 

AND 

Their workmen. 

APPEARANCES : 

For the Employers—Shri Mohammed Shafi, Partner. 

For the Workmen—No appearance. 

INDUSTRY : Ports and Docks STATE : Goa, Daman 

and Dili. 

Bombay, the 3rd December. 1983 
AWARD 

By Order No. L-36011 /4/83-D IV(A) dated 18-8-1983 the 
following dispute has been referred under Section 10(1) Id) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for adjudication :_ 

“Whether the action of Shri Shaikh Shafi Hasan, Owner 
of Launch ‘ML Sarina’ in terminating the services 
of S/Shri Ganesh Kaskar and Laxman Kolusker 
w.e.f. 6-4-1982 is justified ? Tf not, to what lelief 
the said workmen are entitled ?’’ 

2. It i elates to termination of services of two workmen 
but when the notices were issued neither the workmen nor 
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APPEARANCES : 

For the Employers—Shri Shambahi Vishnu kuiapurKar 
Partner. 

For the Workmen—No appeal an.e 

INDUSTRY : Posts and Docks STW'H : Goa. Daman 

and Dili. 

Bombay, the 3rd December, 1983 
AWARD 

By Order No. L-36011/7/83-D.IV< A) dated 25-8-1983 the. 
Government of India. Ministry of 1 alnui and Rehab,litation 
[Department of Labour) referred the tollo.v.ng dispute under 
Section 10(l)(d) of the Industrial Dispules Vet 1947 for 
adjudication :— 

“Whether the action of Shri Rajaram Karanm kar. Owner 
of Launch ‘ML Mataprasad’ in terminating the 
services of S/Shri Laxman Parab, Ramuas Pandel. 
Pandari Sawant, Cbandrakant Tan. PimJalik Sawant, 
Kalidas Tandel, Clemant Fernandes and Ka.shmath 
Parab w.e.f. 6-4-1983 is justified ? If not, to what 
relief the said 8 workmen are entitled ?’’ 

2. Even on service of the notice there is no appearance - 
on behalf of the workmen nor any statement of claim has 
been filed in support against which the employer has appeared 
and has stated on oath that all these employees have accep¬ 
ted the dues in full and final settlement of their claim and 
have executed receipts which have been brought on record, 
in view of these arrangements and acceptance of payment, 
the dispute ‘can no longer survive and that might be reasoa 
the employees or the Union is no longer interested in pro¬ 
secuting the matter further. 

3. Award Accordingly. 

No order as to costs. 

M. A. DESHPANDE. Presiding Officer 
[No. L-36011 /7/83-D.1V(A)j 

New Delhi, the 20th January, 1984 

S.O. 375.—In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947;. the Central Government 
hereby publishes the following award of the Central Govern¬ 
ment Industrial Tribunal No. II, Bombaj. in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to Messrs Casa 
Pracaza, Owner of Launch 'ML Rajas’, Goa and their work¬ 
men, which was received by the Centsa! Government on 
10th January, 1984. 
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BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDLJSTRIAI. 
TRIBUNAL NO. 2, BOMBAY 

Reference No. C’GlT-2/33 of 19X3 

PARTIES : 

Employers in relation to M/s Casa Pracazu Owner of 
Launch ML Rajas. 

AND 


BEFORE I HE C ENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAI 
TRIBUNAL NO. 2, BOMBAY 
Reference No. CGfT-2/27 of 19X3 
Hniployers in relation to Shri Bhagwun Parah, Owner 
of l aunch ‘ML Vijaya laxmi’. 

AND 

Their Workmen. 

APPEARANCE'S : 


Their Workmen. 

APPEARANCES : 

Eor the Employers—Shri P. R. Arolkar, Partner. 

For the Workmen—No appearance. 

STATE : Got. Daman and Diu INDUSTRY : Posts 

and Docks 


Bombay, the 3rd December. 19X3 
AWARD 


By their order No. LGfiOll/3/83-D.IVf A) dated 24-8-1983 
tha following dispute has been referred undei Section 10(1 ) 
(d) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for adjudication : - 


"Whether the action of M/s. Casa Prucazn, Ownei of 
Launch ‘MI. Rajas' in terminating the services ol 
S/Shri Rama Dhawadn, Suresh Nail. Yeshwant Mal- 
vankar. Dilip Shiva Tikam, Ramehandra Pagi, Nara- 
yan, U. Roluskar, Pandurang Naik and Shambu 
Naik, Launch crew w.e.f. 6-4-1982 is justified 
If not, to what relief the said workmen are en¬ 
titled to ?” 


2. Although the notices were issued to the workmen and 
the management neither party filed statement of claim/writ¬ 
ten statement but on the day the matter was lixed for hear¬ 
ing Shri P. R. Arolkar, partner appeared and was examined 
in the course of which examination he has stated that the 
matter m relation to S/Shri Suresh Naik, Yeshwant Malvan- 
kar, Dilip S. Tikam, Ramehandra Shanu Paugi Narayan 
Raghunath Kaluskar, Pandnrang Naik and Shambu Naik 
was settled, and these employees accepted the dues in full 
and final settlement and examined receipts which have been 
produced on record, thereby closing the chapter. The only 
employee who remained was Rama Dhawad, first in the list, 
the witness says that because his whcrcahouts ate not known 
and as he has not accepted the dues the same remained to 
he paid. When the first mentioned employees accepted their 
dues in full and final settlement, their dispute can no longer 
survive. Only the case of the last mentioned employee re¬ 
mains and it is not known what are his years of service, 
whether he has fulfilled the provisions ,jf Section 2SF and 
similar provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act he having 
remained absent and having not filed the statement of claim 
•us dispute cannot also survive and must be disposed of. 


Since he was offered a sum of Rs. 2351.83 that offer shnf 
still stand and as and when Shri Rama Dhuwade or the 
legal representative wants to collect the dues then the em¬ 
ployer shall make the payment and obtain receipt in writinr 
in execution of the present award. This n.ikh relief i.< 
possible and nothing more. 


Award Accordingly, No order as to costs. 


M. A. DESHPANDF, Piesiding Officer 
[No. 1.-360II/5/83-D 1V( A)| 


S.O 376.—In pursuance of section 17 of the Industri- 
Disputcj Act 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Gownsmen 
hereby publishes the following award of the Central Govern 
ment Industrial Tribunal No. 2. Bombay in the industria 
dispute between the employers in relation to Shri Bhagwar 
Paiub, Owner of Launch, ‘ML Vijaya Laxmi’ and their work 

Toth ^ ^ Centrd Government on the 


Foi the Employers—No appearance. 

Eor the Workmen—No appeal ance. 

1NDUSTKY ; Ports and Docks STATE : Cion, Daman 

and Dili. 

Bombay, the 3rd December, 19X3 
AWARD 

By Order No. I -360! 1 (2)/X3-D.IV<A) dated 17/24-8-1983 
the following dispute has been leferred under Section 10( l)(d) . 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for adjudication :—- 

"Whether the action of Shri Bhagwan Parab, Owner of 
Launch ‘ML Vijaya Laxmi' in terminating the 
services of S/Shri Dilip Kerkar and Rohidas Pcdnc- 
kar w.c.l. 6-4-1982 is justified 7 If not. to what 
relief the said workmen are entitled to 7" 

2. Though the rclerenee is relating to termination of 
services of two workmen who are represented by the Union 
on service of notice neither the Union or any of the work¬ 
men has appeared nor there is any statement of claim filed 
and the same is the case of the management. The icference 
is thereiorc disposed of for want of prosecution. 

No order as to costs. 

M. A. DESHPANDE. Presiding Officer 
[No. I -36011 /2/83-D.IV< A )] 

S.O. 377v—In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Cential Government 
hereby publishes the following award ot the Cential Govern¬ 
ment Industrial Tribunal No. If. Bombay, in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to Shri Raghuvir 
Fadte, Owner of Launch, ‘ML Shri Manguesh’ Goa, and their 
workmen, which was received by the Cential Government 
on the loth laruiary, J984. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAI 
TRIBUNAL NO. 2. BONfBAY 

Reference No CG1T-2/26 of 1983 

Employers in relation (n Shri Raghuvir Kadle, Owner 
of Launch ‘ML Shri Manguesh’, 

AND 

Their Workmen. 

APPFARANCES : 

For (he Employers—Shri Raghuvir Fadte, Owner 

For the Workmen—No appearance. 

INDUSTRY ; Ports and Docks STATE : Goa, Daman 

and Diu, 

Bombay, the 3rd December, 1 y83 
AWARD 

By Order No. L-36011/6/83-D.IViA) dated 24Ih August, 
1983 Ihe following dispute has been referred under Section 
10(l)(d) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for adjudi¬ 
cation :— 

‘‘Whelher the action of Shri Raghuvir Fadte, Owner 
of Launch ‘Ml. Shre.e Manguesh’ in terminating the 
services of S/Shri Vilhal Mivathar. Chandrakant 
Parab and Chandrakant w.e.f. 6-4-1982 is justified ? 
If not to what relief the said workmen are entitled ?" 

2 The reference relates to termination of sei vices of three 
workmen, but although notices were issued neither the 
Union nor the workmen remained present nor do they file 
statement of claim against which though no written state¬ 
ment has been filed on behalf of the management the em¬ 
ployer is present and does not admit the claim. In the 
light of the circumstances the reference is disposed of. No 
order ns to costs. 

M. A. DESHPANDE, Presiding Officei 

TNo. I -36011 /6/83 D.IVIAl] 
S. S. PR AS HER, Desk Officei 
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11—to? ;i(n)] tor*g totot ■ 97Rrrf i 


RJ fafaT, 21 TO^FT, 1 !) S4 

TOTO 2 7 8—TOW RWTF fa m TORT F7TFJT £ fa wi 
TOWtfar TOlfa Rrtfa faffafa, faTOTS RlfqFTT 

20:t, TJiEfrri RTfa, as, rtf faR, fa fifar-tu to iwr fay 
fa fa rrrr ^fffayijfaR far tort tor, 21 .i RTfaRR 'tot 
TOii -400021 rtto % tot? ffaFr-roiV farRTfafa faRT=- 
rot w tot 57 fa fa I fa rAtoI faror Mu faF RfaWi 

TWtf fafafaTR, 10 52 (10 5 2 RT LOJ % TTTOT OTT *5155 
fa RF[ fan' RTR Rlfifa 1 

TOT' TT^pJ rpifTF, TOR RfafRRR fa 1M 1 fa Wjm 
(4) 3Pi RTO yrf-fRfa TO TOOT TOR |5 TOR ’-tbjfRRR % 735- 
atr rrr witt-t fa apt tor) & i 

[TOT TOO5II to( -10 1)/8 3~'lTo! ir r,o-Ii J 


New Delhi, Ihe 21st lunuuiy, I9K4 

is'.O. 37S —Whereas i( appears lo the Central Govern¬ 
ment that the employer anil the majoiity of the employees 
in relation to the establishment known as Messrs Infialcc 
lin.nineerins Company Private Limited. Registered Office; 
203, Skyline, 85, Nehru Place, New OctVii-l 1 DO 10 including 
its branch ill D.B.S. Executive Centre Rahej.i House. 213 
Naiiman Point. Bombay-400021 have agreed (hat (lie provi¬ 
sions of the Employees' Pi evident Hinds and Miscellaneous 
Provisions Ael. (052 (19 of 1952), should be made appli¬ 
cable lo (he said establishment ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred bv 
sub-section (4) of Section I of the smd Act. the Central 
Government hereby applies the provisions of the said Act 
to the said establishment. 

[No. S-35()19(4011/83-P1 . It| 


fa ffafa, 2U TOTfaT Isis 4 

Tdottto ,i 7 u.—fasta atof to m afaA tort & fa Arr 
T nrrjT rtrto totrt *nrron % Wafa, i, rmnprr arr, , 

f-TTO tTTOTT a'tRAT, TOfa-8 t AF tJATO nmt TOlf-W AWT TOR 
ffafan RffafT tot fa fa ^rr i tor fas, tor Afar, TOfa-n, 
RITOT7 'AT5R i AWS ffaTTTO AF MI 5A. fa-fa Pi tffiWt FT AlR 
q-r TOWR ST fa f IR TdAtfa 'faTO-t fnftr AF STOR 
'TT'fl'J AffafalA. 1 S'5 2 ( 195 2 •PI IS') 47 TORtT TOR TATAR 
44 H1J] fan TOR ATffa. 1 

UTR. fa#W ATOTF, TO AfafARA *TT UTP t fa TOHFT 
(4) 3F( mpr nrfafaf 44 fain TOR f ! . TO AferffWA ip TOAST 
TOR TOTTR fa APT RTrfa £ I 

[TOr itRo J 5111 8 ( 2) /a 4-qTorrT,o-II] 


New Delhi, the 20th January, 1984 

S.O. 37y.—Whereas it appears to the Central Govern¬ 
ment that the employer and the majority of the employees 
in relation to the establishment known as Messrs The Kaja- 
pur Taluka Janata Sohakaii Bank Ltd., 4, Navyojana Sadan, 
Near Diana Cinema, Bombay-34 including its branch oflice 
al Agakhan Building, 1st Floor. Dr. E Moses Road, Jccoh 
C il'cle. Bombay-11, have agreed that the provisions of the 
Employees’ Provident Funds and Miscellaneous Provisions 
Act, 1452 ( 19 of 1952j, should be made applicable to the 
said establishment ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section 14) of Section 1 of the said Act, the Central 
Cinvcinmcnt hereby applies the provisions of the said Act 
to the said establishment. 

[No. S-3JUl8i2)/hl-PF. J1J 


l U84/TO 1 5, 1905 

TOSTTo Rll —fatfpr TOTTT 4TT RS 5RTW MRT | fa foi# 

nynTO'ftRR TO TfiTTOT faffa-T, pPTOJrf ftfal, 
to-witot nifal, (to 5m) r tro tfto ^fa -731101 qfavpr 
vTFTT . (qrr RTO) 4tfa TOfaq lit), RITO5T, 

nfar, faTRiFT jfts, * 4-4414 r- 7 n u 0 71 if ffapr, rto wm 
% TOPS faiTPTR TO ipifRTffaT RfTOT *55 ifT4 RipTW 
st ni \ fa tpfafar Rfarar Ms srfa 7WT -nrfafror, 

19 5 2 ( 1 9 5 2 fir 19) % -3551 ff T44 t-tto TO f^TR mfa 
TOfeR 1 

WT' 4fat5 TO-TF, TO 3Tftjf s T55 TOT 1 yff 73Sm ( 4) 

sm 5R4 TTf^rpTl 3-T S5‘PT V4 5 R -JSPT ?tftjfTOT ifT "TOU 
TT4 mm tt tot qror & i 

[Ro 55-3 5(1 1 7 ( l)/(W-5r*S5;*-Il] 

5»%o RSTFi, 3TO irf^r 

S.O. 380.—Whereas it appears to the Central Government 
that the employer and tile majority of the employee* m 
relation lo the establishment known a.s Messrs Eastern Fx- 
plosne ABD Chemicals I td,, l.abanyu Nikenfun, Prannha- 
nanda Palli. (Laikuthipara), P.O. Suri-73ll01. Birbhum Dls- 
tmt (West Bengal) and its Oflice at Flat I1J, Geetunjnli 8B, 
Middleton Sheet, Caleutla-7I have agreed (hat the provisions 
of the Employees’ Provident Funds and Miscellaneous Pro¬ 
visions Act, 1952 1 19 of 1952), should be made applicable 
to Ihe said establishment ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conlerred by 
sub-section (4) of Section 1 of the said Act, the Centred 
Government hereby applies the provisions of the said Act 
to the said establishment 

[No, 5-35017(1 1/84-PE. II] 
A. K. BHATTARAI, Linder Secy. 

STRUT 

n'4 fTOr, 29 RTOv, ihh;i 

‘GoR(o 38 1 .—<G?s'T 5 RTTF 44 TOT J fa ^RR TTTTRiJ 
RRR5T R firfRfw faqR 31 TO R RTOT RTOTfRipT i^npff 

fsifair % amtm r tora pyr yffatfRyt fy-ro farofat rp 

TR’TT 479 TOT % RfR faTOTTR kE 

to tow rvrttt -344 faw yir TTPrfmfirfl % fan; farfan 
4.7RT Riqrfw RRVm't S ; 

TO, RVJTIT RTOR nfrOThlT faRR RfaffaTR, 19 47 ( 19 4 7 
yrt 14) »fl TOT 741 nfto- -JTTO 1(1 TISTn (j) 37 TO ( 5 ) 
TOT 3TOT vrfawi RT 5 RTr 4^5 gR, R*F7 nfrSTfTO erfa-vW Rf5R 

yrfar ^ faR% dtTOfw wfeyiFt «ft fa wr-rna bw, firm 
5WTO RUTR R 7TRT fafa WT fRTOT TT “sTR RftTTOT 4R WIV 
fR’n’RR 3T fare fR?fipT TOfr I | 

TrflTjTr 

"yqr RjJIR tnafaffRRR VRpfr fafafa i-R TOW'. 

fTtTRT rrr. RfRRrrry %7 araf'a-mr ifa sfr no hTOfaRPT, 
TOT Rtfarr, afT Rqifa StfWTTW TTORtro RtTOT. TO5.TT, 
faro ffaR R fafllfaR S, 57T 13-7-1982 R *WT Tf 

fromfr yft Trfanfa wwrfTO it ? Rfa Rfa, fa mtftw 

TOWTO faR RRRRT R.T TOTO S ? " 

[R5R! nnf-4 jn 1 3 / 1 (t/s3-T -3(5:)] 
ORDER 

New Delhi, the 29th November, 1983 

SO. 381.—Whereas the Centred Government 1 * of opinon 
that an industrial dispute exists between the employers in 
relation to llle management of Madras Aluminium Company 
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Ltd. and ’ thcii' workman in respect of the matters specified 
in the Schedule hereto annexed ; 

And whereas the Central Government considers it desir 
able to refer the said dispute for adjudication ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred h\ 
section 7A, and clause (d) of sub-section (1) of section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1147 (14 ol 1147), the 
Central Government hereby constitutes an Industrial Tribunal 
of which Shri I. Arulraj shall be the Presiding Officer 
with headquarters at Madias and refers the said dispute for 
adjudication t" the said Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

Whether the action of the management■ of Madras Alu¬ 
minium Co Ltd,, Meltur Dnm. Post Office, District 
Salem, Tamil Nadu, in removing Shri A. Sebastian, 
Mine Workers employed in their Shevuroy Bauxite 
Mines Yercaud, District Salem fiont seivice with 
effect from 13-7-82, is justified ? If not, to what 
relief is the workman concerned entitled T' 

[No L-43012< lG)/83 D UltlUl 

snTflT 

tfi faMf, 2-1 lt)K3 

uttto mo xsu—%*s4r Torr* m £ fT sn4 ■aura's 
sr;j»4r 4 f«m % 4 mra rr^T TrshnT «KFTr 

tuft, mRwte jthwf t TtptrTT 4 tres’ 

c,tt vratthTT Ntt? EmfstTf mV* fwmr 

£ ; 

mV* farm *FftF fcrsrrr 4t ’4 fro* 144ftr=t 

V, 4*^47 TFTL WtSlffTfr faTK mfqfffim, 1947 ( 19 4 7 

jpT 14 ) ^4 HFT 7-TmV* urn in 44 TT-bm (l) 4 TT 
(sf) 33T stum urhfFpfiTf sr4r«r nr wtenfro wfu'r T,, T 

nfM T T 4t I fTT'C 'TfspftT nrftm-'V 4f mto >4t farm ft 

jjpf, ftpTPr JJ'KTPTT ^nUTT 4 KDT 4tf TH fafR T1 714*1 

u-fttveir sfj nrrr-fam v fin* faufuru Tfat 11 

“ipjT UT ; U TR 0 ! TUfar TpnfPltM fafal? TT WOfai 

TTtrrft IF <T T WT T4U 41% T faff *PT Ft 4 Ufa 

4r Tufar ?r Tt4 4 mrtfaT t, ? *44 m?f, 4 t TufaT 

VtTT 5FFTTU 4 IFfRT T f. ? 

[4 , wr Txer- 2 9 012 / 4 2 / s :t-4f- 3 (4r) ] 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 22nd December, 1183 

S.O. 382.—-Whereas the Central Government is of opinion 
that an industrial dispute exists between the employers in 
relation to the Management oF Andhra Pradesh Mining Cor¬ 
poration. Mangampet Barytes Mines. Mangampct and their 
workmen in respect of the matters specified in the schedule 
hereto annexed ; 

And whereas the Central Government considers it desir¬ 
able to refer the said dispute for adjudication ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
section 7A. and clause (d) of sub-section (1) of section It) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1147 (14 of l‘J47), the 
Central Government hereby constitutes an Industrial Tribunal 
of which Shri M. Srinivasa Rao shall be the Presiding Officer, 
with headquarters at Hyderabad and refers the said dispute 
for adjudication to the said Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the management of Andhra Pradesh Mining 
Corporation Ltd. ate justified in not agieeing to 


enhance the rates of piecc-rnted workers. If not, 
to what relief are the workmen concerned entitled ? v 

[No. L-29012/42/83-D.llKUjJ 
xrrru 

nF fafa, u famra-T iy,s;t 

TToirro its:;.-—%*rnr 4r nu ‘t hr 3*r4 TrysT? 

xppjTr 4 fafafa? fqtpT 4 qfr 4 uuifafr mfT yfarr 
f*.r 4 rs TR; 4 murf! ijft 4 

qqt rfrarfJTT fTTK faltsptTT StVr TTT TffTF'f 4 faf foraTT 
£ ; 

Tru 4r TTW-faim 4 f*m; faifttpr 

T t TT TI , 54W TT5PV! t \ 

mr. , T'tiT'T *04.14 4Wtf»tT i u 1 7 ( 1 u 17 

TT 14) 4r tJFt 7-31 trn in 4r Tram ( 1 ) 4 gvr 
(T) CT'T 5RT itfhpm TT SfqffT gtr, mp mTsrtfw mfjifpnJT 
nfe*r 47*41 | 4 dt44t mftfTrA «ff 4 0 pjto 4(^iTTr 

4t 4, fTBTT rpsnrrq 4T4*4T 4 SETT 4F TFT fT4T4 TT T3*t 
mfuqFir 4r 4 fr* f*ri“f4*r 4 t4( 1 

"4TT wrfnfr HTTO zftm 4 Frff* AtT 

frir 4 sfRirr tif, 4fTr4t 4 Tjftjrpf <pi 

Hf 4 t? 3 4ts«n, 'PFP'-nr-Tq 

f4»iPT, 4 ,'t a JHgur, iPad 4 "fr*4 4r «rr4- 

TT^T rqrtttfTT & ? tjf? *FT, IT T^fur TqtpF hp?T 

StTtfrq 44 fmtr * ? 

[TO per 2HO I 2/l/83-fr-;t (4))] 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the filh December, 1183 

S.O. 383. -Whercus the Central Government is of opinion 
thal an industrial dispute exists between the employers in 
relation to the Ilolaui Die A fines ot Durguplir Steel Plant 
oi S A I.L. and their workmen in respect of the matters 
specified in the Schedule hereto annexed ; 

And whereas the Central Government considers it desir¬ 
able to refer the said dispute foi adjudication ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the poweis eonfeired hv 
section 7A, and clause (d) of sub-section (1) of section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1147 (14 of 1947), the 
Centra) Government hereby constitutes an Industrial Tribunal 
ot which Shri J. M. Mohapatra shall he the Presiding Officer, 
with headquarters at Bhubaneswar and refers the said dispute 
for adjudication to the said Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

Whether the action of the management of Ilolani (ire 
Mines of Durgaptir Sled Plant of SAIL, Ilolani m 
dismissing Shri Kshelra Mohan Mohanta, Typist- 
cum-Clerk. Stores and Purchase Department with 
effect fi om 8th October. 1182 is justified ? if not, 
to what relief is the workmen concerned entitled ? 

[No. L-26012 (1) /83-D.IIK B)] 

'HT47I 

ni ftpsfr, t‘j Nttst*, i 9«3 

tt* mr* an 4—4*sfq thttf 4t tjh V f=p 7^%$ 

STTfTf 4 f?f4F4r? fTTT 4 qrb 4 4*l4 HtfspHR Ippfr 
1*444?. rftTrqTf *3x4 4 4 mr; 414444 farTptfTTT- 

TTl tfu TTT "rfTtn T 4K fTTPTTT ft, 

Tr* vShr 34*1 Fuq-hivfyy 4 fspi pr^fsT-r 



361 


VTT^T FT TiTTF : Tr FM 4, 1 y S-l/iTT^r 15, 111(1,5 


[«TFT II—.)(ii)] 

M FF5TF F^ftf R’ra'rfFF fw FfafFFF, 1 947 ( ID 17 
w i i) (ft am 7 -f fV etrt io ft ™ft (i) f'F't (f) 
STTT IRXq srfFFrn (FT Wt F^T gf, OF 'tfRTTfFF XTfdFwr Ft^F 
FFftf ft fjTFTT rfpJTFTF wftrFPT ’•if Fo xfJfFFTFT MF ftF 
fjRFT W)RF , F FfTFT FR RTF faFTT FT TFT Wfil- 

ipTUT FT ^TTTF-fTT'im F farr fFFfrpT ft I / 

“?trr 4 ff iFpift FtfTF'tF FTfr fir-’, 'ihi^h f?FPtF-Il 

TIF'4 T i J 114N A‘51-it f jiMT F^1oo 4 l * ( FT45 FTF) F U 4TIFF 
Ft eft FR JTfetJT |ft F FTF TOTTPR F F F^rsEr FT 
faqR f qRF Tb FFErTftJ -MFllNlF ft ? Ffa FFT, FT FqE-jF 
FFFR ftPT FFFTF FT pTFFR ft FF fFF TP-ftT F ?" 

[4 J »’TT r tH-2'4 0 1 1/ 1 1 4/ i,J-iri-Iil( FT)] 

ORDER. 

New Delhi, the loth December, I OKI 

S.O. 3X4.—Whereas the Central Government is of opinion 
that an industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the 'Messrs Singarcni Collieries Co. i td., GodavanUiani 
and their workmen in respect of Ihe mailer speeilied m Ihc 
Schedule heieio annexed ; 

And whereas the Central Government considers it desir¬ 
able to refer the said dispute for adjudication ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers eonfened by 
section 7A. and clause id) of suh-scction (1) of section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Acl. 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Central Government hereby constitutes an Industrial Tribunal 
of which Shii M. Srinivasa Rao shall he the Presiding Officer, 
with headquarters at Hyderthud and tel'eis Inc said dispute 
for adjudication to the said Tribunal. 

SCHtDUl E 

‘■Whether the management of Messrs Singarcni Collieries 
Co. Ltd,, Ramagtindam Division If, P.O. Godavan- 
khani, District Kanmnngar (A,P.) are instificd in 
not considering Shn Arc Gattaiah, 1 rammer, for 
promotion as Rope Splicer If not, to what tclief 
is Ihe workman concerned entitled and from what 
date V 

[No. L.-220I1 j\ 14/H2-D.IIKB)J 
wft»r 

Ff flfP-f , li aHTP, 1 954 

FT a SRo .15 5,— Fusin' F^FR MF ft Ef SFF TTPF3 

F ErErEnd EEiF F FR F JEff fFF’FT Fl ff-P-P l 4 FFfr 
ErfFiF, FTFTFTF F STFHFst F FF5 "F FrrnfFF El4K ftpHTlFf 
tt'p FFF FFFR’T F aiTT fqeTFTF ft, 

qfp FT3TF Hi'tiM TFT fFFTf FT fTTF-ErPIF F Etf fqft'fjpr 
FF4T FTCFfF FFFFf ft; 

TFT. , FT7TF TR+T 1 ', 'H'TmfFF fqqTF FflijfFFF, 19 17 (19 4 7 
FT 1 l) FT FPT 7-F FTT rJRT 111 ftfT TF-FTF (i) F FT? (F) 
jpr PTTT OTfFTqT FT TOT F^F PT, FF F WElF FEjFRF Ffi!F 
F^FT ft, IfFF FraTFTF FfsTFTEt "it Flo qTETFTFT MF ftfif 
ftTFFT if'TFrFTr ftFFFpf F S TFT ftp TTF fFFFT FI JTF *rfa , F T,, T 
FT TFPT-fFitFF F f?TF fFefvpr F^MT ft I 

“FTT FFF fFFvqT FTfappfir FT FT fiTfuft?, Ft“TFtlTF FT 
FFtlF? J ff FT'TpFr FTFF, FTEFFF F<j TFFFTfF, 4TT FT df-T- 
fr-FT 5FF qfTTFT T tT it FRFtfq-Fr ft 7 qfq ft T rfqfsJF 
FFFT T fFF FFFTF FT ftFFP ft? " 

[FOTT T'T-2 20 I lj 1 1 ;t/H 3-fr-l11 (FT) J 

FF FT'T, FF t FfFF 


ORDER 

New Delhi, Ihc fitli lanuury, 1984 

S.O. 3X5.-- Whereas the Cnntral Government is of opinion 
dial an industrial dispute exists between the employers in 
relation to Ihe management of Messis Singarem Collieries 
Company Limited, Rothagudium and their workmen in respect 
of ihe mutter specified in the Schedule hereto annexed ; 

And whereas the Central Government considers it desir¬ 
able to refer the said dispute for adjudication ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
section 7A. and clause (d) ot sub-section (.1) of section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Acl, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Central Government hereby constitutes an Industiial Tribunal 
of which Shri M. Srinivasa Rao shall he the Presiding Ofiicei, 
with headquarters at Hyderabad and refers Ihe said dispnle 
for adjudication to the said Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the management of Messrs Singaicni Collieries 
Company Limited, Kothagudum arc justified in re¬ 
fusing grunt of two extra increments to Shri C b. 
Moses, Lineman, No. ?, Incline. If not, to what 
relief is the workman concerned entitled ?" 

{No. L-22D12 /113/X3-D.IIJ< B) 1 
NANO LAI., Under Secy. 

New Delhi, Ihc 27th Januaty, 19X4 

S.O. 386_In pursuance of section 17 o.f the Industrial 

Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes tie following award of the Central Govern¬ 
ment Industrial Tribunal Chandigarh, in the industrial dis¬ 
pute between the employers in relation to the management 
of Rank of India and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on Ihe 10th January, 19X4. 

HI-TORI SHRI I.P. VAS1SHT. PRESIDING OLEICLR. 

CENTRAL GOVT., INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL. 

CHANDIGARH. 

Case No. f.D. 112183-103 of 1981 

PARTIES 

Employers in relation to Ihc management of the Bank 
of India, Jullundur. 

AND 

'Their Workman K.K. Kaushal. 

APPEARANCES ; 

for the Employers: Shri Mangal Singh 
I oi the Workman; Shri K. S. Thakar with the Workman. 
INDUSTRY : Banking SI All: : Punjab 

AWARD 

Dated, the 5th January, 19X4 

The Central Govt., Ministry ot Labour, in exercise of 
the powers conferred on them under Section 10 (1) td) of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 vide their Order No, 

1 -12012/10/81-13.lit A ) dated the Tilth July, 1981. read with 
S.O, No. S. 1 J025(2) /83 dated the 8th of June 19X3 referred 
the following Industrial dispute to this Tribunal for adjudi¬ 
cation — 

“Whether the action of the management of Bank of 
India in transferring second time within 4 months, 
Si ri K.K. Kaushal. Clerk-Typist from Plmgwara 
Branch to Jullaundei Branch in July, 1979 is justi¬ 
fied? If not, to what relief the said workman is 
entitled to?” 

2. Today when the case came up for hearing Ihe parties 
ieported a compromise. Accordingly. Iheii statements were 
taken down un records. On perusing the same and hearing 
(lie parties, I feel satisfied that the terms and conditions 
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of the ‘Settlement' are fair to both of them, and in particular 
to the workman because in full and final settlement of 
(his claim, he will get a lump-sum amount of Rs.750|-only 
(Seven hundred fifty) inclusive of the transportation charges 
without any or deal of submitting formal bills. 

3, I, accoulingly, direct the respondent. Management to 
pay the aforesaid amount of Rs. 7.10 to the petitioncr/worh- 
man and thus return a No-dispute Award. 

Chandigarh, 

Dated : 5-1-84. 

I. P, VASISHTH, Presiding Officer 
[No. L-12012/10/81-D lit All 


SO. 387.- In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 f 14 of 1947), Htc Central Government 
heicby publishes the following award of the Central Govern¬ 
ment Industrial Tribunal Chandigarh in the industrial dis¬ 
pute between the employers in relation lo the management 
of Bank of India and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 10-1-84. 

BEFORE SHRI I. P. VASISHTH, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRA 1 GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL IRJUUNAI. 

CHANDIGARH. 

Case No I.D. 139[X3 

PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the management of the Bank 
of India. 

AND 

Their Workman—Rakesh Kumar Soni. 

APPEARANCES : 

For the Employers—Shri Mangtd Smgli 

For tlie Workman—Shri M. L. Basui. 

INDUSTRY : Bank of India STATE : Punjab 

AWARD 

Dated, the 3rd January, 1984 

The Central Govt., Ministry of Labour, in exercise of 
the powers conferred on them under Section fO(l)td) of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 vide their Order No, L- 
12012|265|82-D. II (A) dated the 30th of May 1983 refctred 
the following Industrial Dispute to I his Tribunal tor adjudi¬ 
cation: 

“Whether the action of the management of Batik of 
India in relation to its Machbtwarc Branch, Distt. 
Ludhiana in terminating Shri Rakesh Kumar Soni, 
peon, from service with effect from 9-9-81 is 
justified? If not, to what relief is the workman 
concerned entitled?” 

2. Today when the case came up foi hearing, the parties 
filed a Deed of Settlement per Ex. Cl, rejvcaling “inter-alia" 
that on private negotiation they have sorted out their diffe¬ 
rences and, as such*, the respondentIManagcment have agreed 
to give l'rcsh appointment, on regular and permanent basis, 
lo the petitioner workman with immediate effect. Of course, 
meanwhile he will get himself medically examined from 
the Banks' authoriscd/Medical Attendant. In lien thereof, the 
petitioner/workman has given up his claim of reinsiatement 
and back wages. 

3. On pcisuing the Deed of Settlement and bearing 
the patties. I feel satisfied that the terms and conditions 
thereof arc fair to the workman, because it ensures him 
a regular and permanent source of livelihood and employ¬ 
ment without anv strains of litigation. Similarly, it also 
absolves the Bank from the payment of hack wages. 

4. 1 accordingly, return a No dispute Award. 

Dated : 3-1-84." ' 

I. P. VASISHTH, Presiding Officct 
[No. L-120J2/26J/82-D.ni A)] 


S.O. 388.—In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the following award of the Central Gov¬ 
ernment Industrial Tribunal, Chandigarh in Pi • Industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation lo lhe manage¬ 
ment of Chartered Bank and their workmen, which was 
received by (he Central Government on the 10th January, 
1984. 

BEFORE SHRI 1. P. VASISHTH, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAl , CHANDI¬ 
GARH. 

Case No. I. D. 124/83 (N. Delhi); 36/83 C HO) 
PARTIES : 

Employers in relation to the management of the Char¬ 
tered Bank, Gandhi Bazar, Amritsar 

AND 

Their Workman—Dev Raj Kohli 

APPEARANCES: 

Foi ibe Employers : Shri M.L. Seini 

For tile Workman : Workman in, Person 
INDUS'! RV : Banking STATE ; Punjab 

AWARD 

IJalcd. the 4th January, 1984 

The Central Govt., Ministry of Labour, in exercise of 
the powets conferred on them under section 10(1 ltd) of 
tile Industrial Disputes Act 1947, vide their Order No. 
L-12012 (307J/81-D. IT (A) dated the 29th of July, 1982 
read with S.O. No. S-l 1025(2) /X3 defied the 8th of June, 
1983 referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribu¬ 
nal for adjudication ; 

"Whether the action of the management of Chartered 
Bank, Gandhi Bazar, Amritsar, in dismissing Shri 
Dev Raj Kohli, Clerk from service from 13-10-1979 
is justified 7 It not,, to what relief is the Workman 
concerned entitled 7” 

2. Today when the case came up for hearing, parties 

reported a compromise and filed mamorandum of settle¬ 
ment Ex. (. 1 containing the details thereof. I have also 

recorded the statement of the petitioner/Wot kman which 
has been endorsed by tile learned representative of the Bank- 
management. 

3. On having perused the records and hearing I he par¬ 
ties, I feel satisfied that the settlement is fair to both of 
them ; to the petitioner/Workman in particular, because in 
full and final settlement of his disputed claim he gels a 
lump-sum payment of Rs. 1,26,916/- only (One lack, 
twenty six thousand nine hundred and sixteen). Of course 
may advances drawn and statutory or constructural liabili¬ 
ties incurred by him, would be adjudicate therein and he 
would nol be entitled for any other relief against ihe manage¬ 
ment, but all the same is disengagement by them does not 
carry any stigma and as such, he can neck hack fresh employ¬ 
ment elsewhere, in view of his experience and tl goes with¬ 
out saying that he has still a long way lo go in his career, 
since he is only 43 at this stage. 

4. Accordingly, I allow the comptomise and in the light 
of the Memorandum of Settlement Ex, Cl. which shall be 
deemed to be a part of my verdict, return, a No dispute 
Award. 

Chandigarh, 

Dated : 4-1-1983. 

SETTLEMENT UNDER SECTION 18(1) OF THE INDHS- 

TRIAI DISPUTES ACT. 1947 BETWEEN SflRI DHV 

RAJ KOHi.f S/O SHRI CHUNII AE AND THE MAN¬ 
AGEMENT OF MESSRS CHARTERED BANK, 
AMRITSAR 

Repiescnling Management--Shri S. K. Milru, Manager. 

Representing workman—Shri Dev Raj Kohli S/o Shri 
Chuniiai Kohli. 
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Shoi t Recital of I he Case 

Where Shri Dev Raj Kohli joined servi-c as clerk on 16lh 
December, 1958 and was placed under suspension vide order 
dated 23rd February, 1976. 

Whereas he was convicted by the Judicial Magistrate Amrit¬ 
sar and he was dismissed from service vide letter dated 16th 
October, 1979. Shri Dev Raj filed appeal against the Judg¬ 
ment ot the ludicial Magistrate and was acquitted by the 
Addl. Session Judge, Amritsar. The State of Punjab have 
already filed appeal in the Punjab and Haryana High Court 
against the Indgmcnt of the Addl. Session lodge, Amritsai. 

Whereas Shri Dev Raj Kohli got reference made before 
the Central Industrial Tribunal, claiming reinstatement with 
back wages and the matter is pending before the Central 
Industrial Tribunal. Chandigarh. Both the parties out ol 
their free will, uFtcr mutual discussions have arrived at settle¬ 
ment as per the terms given below : 

Terms of Settlement 

It is agreed between the parties os tinder : 

1. That the management have agreed to pav and Shri 

Dev Rai Kohli has agreed to receive a sum of 
Rs. 1.26,916—(Rupees one lakh twentvsix thousand 
nine hundred and sixteen only) in full and final 
settlement of all his claims and dues including all 
set vice benefits (inclusive of gratuity etc.) in what¬ 
ever name these are called and all benefits accrued 
to him in terms of nnv contract, agreement, settle¬ 
ment. award or under any law. and in lieu of claim 
of reinstatement for the period from the date of 
suspension to date, as Shri Dev Raj Kohli has agreed 
to give up his claim of reinstatement and re-emp- 
loymcnt. 

2. Tl is expressly agreed that the amount , payable as pci 

Clause 1 above would be paid after deduction ol all 
taxes as are required to be deducted in I,aw and 
only the balance after such deductions will be raid 
to Dev Raj Kohli subject to Clause ("4) below. 
In the event of Mr. Dev Rai Kohli having produced 
written clearance from Income-tax authorities foi 
deduction of tax at lower rate or nil rate befo'v; 
31st March, 1984, the Bank ’■'•mid act on such 
clearane". 

3. That all dues recoverable from ,Sh. Dev Rai Kohli, 

amounting to Rs. 26,916—(Rupees Iwenlysl.x thou¬ 
sand nine hundred and sixteey only) stand adjusted 
from ihe aforesaid amount, and the net amount 
payable to him amounts to Rs. 1,00 00(1 fRunecs 
one lakh) subject to deduction as per Clause (4) 
below. 

4. Thai it is further agreed that the Insurance premium 

p;p'd or payable by (be Bank unto 31st March. 
1984 in respect of his T IC Policies and Fire Insur¬ 
ance Policy, which are assigned to the Bank ni 
otherwise, shall be deducted from the net amount 
of Rs 1.00,000—("Rupees one lakh only) ns men¬ 
tioned in Clause 3 above and the balance shall be 
paid subject to Clause 2 above. 

5 That Shri Dev Rai Kohli gives up his right to re- 
instulrmcnt. and other claim made in the reference 
pending hefore the Central Industrial Tribunal. Roth 
the parties will make statement before the Central 
Industrial Tribunal, to dispose off his reference in 
terms of this settlement. 

6 . That now there remains no dispute or claim between 
Ihc parties, and none of the parly shall be entitled 
to make any claim or dispute against each olhei 
henceforth, before any authority or court. 

Dated : 15th December, 1983. 


Signature of Workman 
Dev Raj Kohli 


Signature of management 

S. K. Mitra. Manager, 

The Chartered Bank. Amritsar 


Witness : 1, 

B. N. Malhotra, 

Staff Officer, 

The Chartered Bunk. 

Amritsar, 

Witness : 2, 

V. N. Chhibber. 

President, 

The Chartered Bank Kmployecs’ Union, 

(Rcgd.h Amritsar. 

I. P. VASISHTH, Presiding Officer 
[No. 1 -1200 2/307/1<I-D. 11(A)] 

SO. 389.—In pursuance of section 17 of the Industiial 
Disputes Act. 1947 (.14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the following award of Ihe Central Gov¬ 
ernment Industrial Tribunal, Chandigarh in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the manage¬ 
ment of Slate Bunk of India and their workmen, which was 
leceived by the Centra) Government on the 10th January. 
1984. 

HI TORI' SIIRI I P. VASISHTH, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CFNTRAI GOVERNMENT, INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case No. ID. 193/81 N.D.; 94 of 1983 CHD. 
PARTIES : 

Employers in relation to the management, of State Bank 
of India, Chandigarh. 

AND 

'I heir Workman—Megh Shyam 
APPEARANCES: 

For the Employers—Shri V. K. Gupta. 

I or the Workman—Shri N. L Goyal with .the workman. 
INDUSTRY ; Banking STATE : Chandigarh. 

AWARD 


Dated, the 5th January, I9S4 

The Central Government, Ministry of I.about-, in exerei-e 
of the powers conferred on them under Section 10(l)(d) of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, vide their Order No. 
120I2/109/K1-D. 11(A) dated the 19th December, ]9gi read 
with S.O. No. S-l 1025(2)/83 dated the 8th of June, 1983 
referred the following Industrial dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication :— 

'"Whether the action of the management of the State 
Bank of India in relation to Region-1, Chandigarh 
in terminating the services of Shri Megh Shyam, 
Sub-staff with effect from 3l)Xh September, 1972 
is justified? If not. to what telief is the workman 
concerned entitled ?” 

2. Today when the ease came up for hearing, the part’es 
reported a eomptomi.se which has since been taken down by 
me on the records. On having perused the same and hearing 
them, I feel satisfied regarding its fairness because irres- 
pcclhe of the merits of the Workman’s claim, it ensures 
him a favourable consideration for fresh appointment by 
virtue ol the enabling provisions of Section 25-H ( >f the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, he shall be called for inter¬ 
view in the usual manner and on its own merits his case for 
appointment and permanent absorption in the Bank would 
be considered sympathetically. Of course he would not be 
entitled for any back wages in view of the fresh recruitment. 

3. Accordingly, T, hereby, return a No dispute Award. 

1. P. VASISHTH, Presiding Officer 
[No. L-12012/I09/81-D.II.A] 
N. K. VERMA, Desk Officer 

C hundmarh. 

Dated : 5-1-84 


incw ueltii, tne 25th January, 1984 

S.O. 390.—In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
tieieby publishes the following award of tile Central Gov¬ 
ernment Industrial Tiibunal, Chandigaih in the industrial 
ihspute between the employers in relation to the management 
ot ( antonment Hoard, Dagasbai and their workmen which 
was received by the Central Government on the 10th 
January, 1984. 
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BEEORE SURl I. VASISirni, PRESIDING OHltER. 
CENTRAI GOVHRNMHNT INDUSTRIAL TRIBONAI- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT, CHANDIGARH 

r.D. Case No. 124/83 158 of 1481 

PARTIES ■ 

Employers in relation to the management of Canton-' 
merit Board, Dagashai. 

AND 

N. K. ARYA. 

APPEARANCES : 

Lor the Employers—R. T. Gupta. 

I-m the Workman- 1. D. flakshi. 

CANTONMENT BOARD DAGASHAI (HP.) 
AWARD 

Dated, the 4th January, 1,484 


The Central Government, Ministry oi I a hour. ip exercise 
of the powers conferred on litem under Section 10(l)(d) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1447. vide their Order No. 
1.-131112(3 )/8l-D.||(B) dated the 13th November, 1981 read 
with ,9.0, No. S-l 1025121/83 dated 8th June, 1983 referred 
the following Industrial dispute to this Tiibunnl for ad¬ 
judication ; 

‘ Whether ihe action of the Cantonment Board, Dagashai, 
in awarding punishment ol stoppage of one incre¬ 
ment with eomtnulntive efleu in case of Dr. N. K.. 
Arya, Sub-Charge, Cantonment Board, Dagashai 
Dispensary is justified If not, to what iclief the 
workman is entitled V 

2 According to the petitioner workm m when he was serv¬ 
ing as Sub-charge Cantonment Bourd Hospital Dagashai. he 
was served with a chargeshcet on false ilimsy and imaginuiy 
grounds which, however, found favour with the Enquiry Offi¬ 
cer in (he domestic departmental proceedings, and on his 
report the Respondent Board imposed a punishment of stop¬ 
page of 3 increment with cummulative effect. But on appeal, 
by him to the General Officer Commanding-in-Chief Wes¬ 
tern Command, Simla, it was modified to the loss uf one 
increment with cummulative effect. 


3. It was avered by the workman that the departmental 
enquity proceedings violate all the accepted norms of equity, 
good conscience and principles of natural justice, so much 
sn that he was not even granted a personal hearing. More¬ 
over. the punishment was harsh and seveie vis-a-vis the 
allegations He, therefore, raised an Industrial dispute which 
could not he settled amicably inspitc of the intervention of 
the A.B.O(C') and hence the reference. 

4. Resisting the petitioner’s claim on all counts, the Res¬ 
pondent Board questioned the validity of the reference 
pleading Mnler-alia’ that the petitioner hud an alternative 
remedy under the Cantonment fund Servant Rules 1937 by 
way of an appeal before the Government which he did not 
move and that even otherwise he was not entitled for any 
relief on merits in view of the proved charges. Ei*' the obvi¬ 
ous reasons they also asserted to the propriety and fairness 
of the Enquiry proceedings. 

5. On their pleadings, the parties were taken to trial 
on the following issues framed over and above the terms of 
reference. 

(i) Whether the reference is illegally infirm or in¬ 
competent as alleged? O.P.R. 

(ii) Whether the petitioner is not a wotkrnan ? O PR. 

6 . However, inspite of due oppoi trinities the petitioner opted 
against leading any evidence as should be evident from the 
statement of his authorised representative taken on the Tri¬ 
bunal records. In my considered opinion in the absence of 
any material-, good, bud or indefferent; it does not appeal 
to be a judicious proposition to believe that there was any 
impropriety, irregularity or illegality in the conduct of the 
domestic enquiry. Moreover we can not loose sight of the 
fact that Ihe petitioner did not dare reiterate his averments 
on Oath and that was how that he deliberately avoided his 
cntcrancc in the witness box, lest the hollowness of his 
claim should stand exposed on the acid test of Cross-exami¬ 
nation 

7. I, accordingly, find no substance in the petitioner’s 
grouse against the impugned order and, as such, return my 
Award against him. 

Chandigarh, 

Dated : 4-1-1984. 

I. P. VAS1SHTH, Presiding Officer 
[No. 1.-13012(3 ) /81-D.1I(B)1 
T. B. 9TEAR.WLAN, Desk Officer 
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